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भारत सरकार के मंत्रालयों ( रक्षा मंत्रालय को छोगार ) द्वारा जारी किए गए साविधिक मावेश और अधिसूचनाएं 
Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Goverament of India 

( Other than the Ministry of Defonce ) 


कार्मिक , लोक-शिकायत तथा पेंशन मंत्रालय 
( कामिक और प्रशिक्षण विभाग ) 


नई दिल्ली , 31 मई, 2002 


प्रयत्न , दुष्प्रेरण और पडयन्त्र तथा वैसे ही संव्यवहार के 
अनुक्रम में किया गया अथवा किए गए अथवा उन्हीं तथ्यों 
से उद्भूत किन्हीं अन्य अपराधों का अन्वेषण करने के लिए 
दिल्ली विशेष पुलिस स्थापना के सदस्यों की शक्तियों और 
अधिकारिता का विस्तार मम्पूर्ण बिहार राज्य के संबंध 
में करती है । 


[संख्या 228 /7/ 2002-ए . वी . डी .-II ] 

परमा नन्द , अवर सचिव 


का . ग्रा . 1943: --- केन्द्रीय सरकार, दिल्ली विशेष 
पुलिस स्थापना अधिनियम , 1946 ( अधिनियम संख्या -25/ 
1946 ) की धारा 5 की उप -धारा ( i ) द्वारा प्रदत्त पाक्तियों 
का प्रयोग करते हुए , पापराधिक रिट याचिका संख्या 
5979/ 2000 में माननीय उच्च न्यायालय पटना द्वारा 
दिनांक 12- 02- 2001 को दिए गए आदेश के अन्तर्गत , 
केन्द्रीय कारागार , बेऊर , पटना में कैदी राजेश कुमार उर्फ 
राजु यादव की हत्या से संबंधित कदमकुमां पुलिस थाना 
और फुलवारी पुलिस थाना में दर्ज क्रमशः दिनांक 4- 4- 2000 
का अपराध संख्या 188/ 2000 और दिनांक 20- 02- 2000 
का यू . डी . मामला संख्या 7/ 2000 के संबंध में भारतीय 
दंड संहिता 1860 की धारा 304/ 34 के तहत दंसनीय 
अपराधों और ऊपर वणित अपराधों से संबंधित प्रथया संसक्त 


MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL , PUBLIC GRIE 

VANCES AND PENSIONS 


(Deparment of Personnel & 


Training) 


New Delhi, the 31st May, 2002 


S .O . 1943 . - In cxercise of the powers conferred 
by sub -section ( 1 ) of Section 5 of the Delhi Special 
Police Establishment Act , 1946 (Act No . 25 of 1946 ), 
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the Central Government as per the order ( Act No. 25 of 1946), the Central Govt . with the 
dated 12- 2- 2001 of the Hon ble High Court Judica consent of the State Govt. of Uttar Pradesh , Home 
ture at Patna in Crl . Writ Petition No . 5979 of 2000, (Police) Section -3 vide notification No. 2967 P /6 - P 
hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the 

3 - 2002- 15( 49) P| 2002 dated June 2, 2002 hereby 
members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment 

extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members 

of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the 
to the whole of the State of Bihar for investigation of 
offences punishable under section 304 /34 

whole of the State of Uttar Pradesh 
Indian 

for investiga 
Penal Code 1860 and attempt abetnient and conspiracy 

tion of offences punishable under section 9 , 49 49 A , 
in relation to or in connection with the said offences 

51 of Wild Life ( Protection ) Act ( No . 53 of 1972 ) 

registered at PS Bihari Garh , Distt. Saharanpur, UP 
and any other offence offences committed in the 

vide Crime Case No. 71 dated 24 -5 -2002 and 
course of the same transaction or arising out of the 
same facts of Crime No. 188 /2000 dated 4 - 4 - 2000 

attempts , abetments and conspiracy in relation to or 
lodged in Kadamkuan Police Station and Phulwari 

in connection with one or more of the offences men 
PS UD Case No. 7/ 2000 dated 20- 2- 2000 relating 

tioned above and any other offence committed in the 
to the murder of prisoner Rajesh Kumar alias Raju 

course of same transaction or arising out of the same 

facts . 
Yadav in Central Jail , Beur, Patna. 


[ No. 228/ 38/ 2002 - AVD-II] 


[ No. 228 / 7/ 2002 - AVD- II] 
PARMA NAND , Under Secy . 


PARMA NAND, Under Secy . 


नई दिल्ली , 3 जून , 2002 


नई दिल्ली, 4 जून, 2002 


का . पा . 1944: - - केन्द्रीय सरकार एतदद्याग दिल्ली 
विशेष पुलिस स्थापना अधिनियम , 1946 ( 1946 का अधि 
नियम सं . 25 ) की धारा 6 के साथ पठित धारा 5 की 
उपधारा ( 1 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए 
उत्तर प्रदेश राज्य मरफार की अधिसूचना सं . 2967 पी / 
6पी- 3- 2002- 1 5 ( 49) पी / 2002 दिनांवा 02 जून, 2002 
द्वारा प्राप्त उत्तर प्रदेश राज्य सरकार की सहमति से पुलिस 
स्टेशन बिहारी गढ़, जिला महारनपुर, उत्तर प्रदेश में दर्ज 
अपराध मामला सं , 71 दिनांक 24-05-2002 में वन्य 
जीव ( संरक्षण ) अधिनियम ( 1972 का सं . 53) की 
धारा 9, 49, 49ए , 51 के अधीन दंडनीय अपराधों और 
उपर्युक्त अपराधों में से एक अथवा अधिक से संबंधित अथवा 
संसक्त प्रपत्नों , दुष्प्रेरणों और षडयंत्र तथा उसी संव्यवहार 
के अनुक्रम में किए गए प्रयवा उन्हीं तथ्यों में उद्भूत किसी 
अन्य अपराध के अन्वेषण के लिए दिल्ली विशेष पुलिस 
स्थापना के सदस्यों की शक्तियों और अधिकारिता का विस्तार 
सम्पूर्ण उत्तर प्रदेश राज्य पर करती है । 


का . आ . 1945: - केन्द्रीय सरकार एतदद्वारा दंड 
प्रक्रिया संहिता , 1973 ( 1974 का अधिनियम मं . 2 ) की 
धाग 24 की उपधारा ( 6 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त शक्तियों का प्रयोग 
करते हुए निम्नलिखित अधिवक्ताओं को तमिलनाडू राज्य 
में विधारण न्यायालयों में निदेशक , के . अ . ब्यूरो द्वारा उन्हें 
मौंपे गए दिल्ली विशेष पुलिस स्थापना ( के . अ. व्यूरो ) द्वारा 
मस्थित मामलों के अभियोजन तथा विधि द्वारा स्थापित 
पुनरीक्षण अथवा अपील न्यायालयों में इन मामलों से उद्भूत 
अपीलों /पुनरीक्षणों अथवा अन्य विषयों का संचालन करने 
के लिए विशेष लोक अभियोजक के रूप में नियुक्त करती 


सर्वश्री 


1 . के . ई . वेंकटरमण 


2. एन . रंगनाथन 


3. एन . चंद्र शेखरन 


[ सं . 228/ 38/ 2002-ए. वी . डी .- II] 

परमा नन्द , अवर सचिव 


4. जी . सौंदरा राजन 


New Delhi, the 3rd Junc , 2002 


5 . वी . टी . वेंकटेशन 


6. जी . जयाचंद्रन 


S. O . 1944. --In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub -section ( 1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 
of the Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 


7 . पी . एन . प्रकाश 
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[ भाग 1 - - 3 ( ii )] 
- .. - . 
8. एम . अनतराजा 


- - 


_ 


_ 


विदेश मंत्रालय 


9. एस . मोहनराम 


नई दिल्ली , 31 मई , 2002 


[ सं० 225/ 17/ 2000 - ए वो डी - -- [I ] 


परमा नन्द , अवर सचिव 


का . आ . 1946:- गजभाषा नियम ( संघ के गामकीय 
प्रयोजनों के लिए प्रयोग ) 1976 ( यथासंशोधिन, 1987 ) 
के नियम 10 के उप नियम ( 4 ) के अनुसरण में केन्द्रीय 
सरकार का विदेश मंत्रालय एतद्वारा निम्नलिखित पासपोर्ट 
कार्यालयों को अधिमूचित करता है , जिसके 80 प्रतिशत 
से अधिक अधिकारियों कर्मचारियों ने हिन्दी का कार्यमाधक 
झान प्राप्त कर लिया है : 


New Delhi, the 4th June , 2002 


( 1 ) पामपार्ट कार्यालय , थाणे 
( 2 ) पासपोर्ट कार्यालय , बंगलौर 


7 


___ [सं . क्यू /हिन्दी /621/ 47/ 90 ] 
मुनील कुमार श्रीवास्तव , उप सचिव ( हिन्दी ) 


S . O , 1945 . - In exerciso of the powers conferred by 
Sub -section ( 8 ) of Section 24 of the Code of Crimi 
nal Procedure , 1973 ( Act No. 2 of 1974 ) , the 
Central Government hereby appoints the following 
Advocatos as Speciul Public Prosecutors for conduct 
ing the prosecution of cases instituted by the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment (CBI) in the State of 
Tamil Nadu as entrusted to them by the Director , 
Central Bureau of Investigation , in the trial Courts 
and appeals revisions or other matter arising out of 
these cases in revisional or appellate Courts establish 
ed by law . 


MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 


New Delhi, ihe 31st May 2002 


S. 0 . 1946. — In pursuance of Sub -rule 4 of rule 10 of 
the Official Languages (Use for official purposes of 
the Union) Rules , 1976 ( as amended 1987 ) the 
Central Government, Ministry of External Affairs 
hereby notifies the following Passport Offices , where 
in more than 80 per cent staff have acquired work 
ing knowledge of Hindi : 


S |Shri 


1 . K . V . Venkataraman 


( i) Passport Office, Thane 


2 . N . Ranganathan 


( ii ) Passport Office, Bangalore , 


3. N. Chandra Sekharan 


4 . G . Soundara Rajan 


[ No. Q | Hindi 621 / 47190 ] 
SUNIL KUMAR SRIVASTAVA, Dy. Sccy . 

( Hindi) 


5 . V . T . Venkatesan 


6 . G . Jayachandran 


7. P. N . Frakash 


कोयला तथा खान मंत्रालय 
( कोयला विभाग ) 


8. M . Anantharajah 


नई दिल्ली , 4 जून , 2002 


9 . S . Mohanram 


( No. 225/17/ 2000 - AVD-II ] 


का , आ . 1947: - केन्द्रीय सरकार गजभाषा (संघ के 
शासकीय प्रयोजनों के लिए प्रयोग ) नियमावली, 1976 के 
नियम 10 के उप-नियम ( 4 ) के अनुसरण में , कोयला और 


PARMA NAND , Under Secy . 
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खान मंत्रालय , कोयला विभाग के अधीन कोल इंडिया लि . 
की सहायक कंपनी भारत कोफिक कोल लि . ( मुख्यालय ) 
धनबाद को , जिसके 80 /. से अधिक कर्मचारियों ने हिन्दी 
का कार्यसाधक ज्ञान प्राप्त कर लिया है , अधिसूचित करती 


( 3 ) पालिसी लेने के समय आयु की गणना करने की 
विधि सहित , स्कीम पर लागू अन्य निबंधन एवं शर्ते डाकघर 
बीमा निधि नियमावली, यथा सामयिक संशोधित ( समसंख्यक 
अधिमूचना दिनांक 20- 8-1997 के जागा विगत संशोधित ) 
के नियम 14 ( 3 ) के अनुरूप होंगी । 


[ सं . ई- 12019/ 1 /99-हिन्दी ] 

गार्गी मुखर्जी, निदेशक 


( 4 ) यह स्कीम इस अधिसूचना के प्रकाशन की तारीख 
से लागू होगी । 


MINISTRY OF COAL AND MINES 


[ सं . 26- 82/ 89-एलअाई] 
___ वी . पति , उप-महाप्रबन्धक , ( डाक जीवन बीमा ) 


(Department of Coal ) 


New Delhi , the 4th June, 2002 


MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS AND 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 


S. O . 1947. . -.In pursuance of Sub -rule ( 4) of the 
Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for 
Official Purposes, of the Union ) Rules , 
1976 , the Central Government hereby, notifies the 
Bharat Coking Coal Limited ( H. Q .) , Dhanbad , a 
subsidiary of Coal, India Limited under the Depart 

ment of Coal, Ministry of Coal and Mines, where 
of more than 80 per cent staff have acquired work 
ing knowledge of Hindi. 


(Department of Posts ) 
(Directorate of Postal Life Insurance) 


New Delhi, the 31st May, 2002 


S .O . 1948 , — The President is pleased to intro 
duce a Scheme to be known as " Special Scheme of 
Life Insurance for Physically Handicapped Persons 
under Rural Postal Life Insurance ( RPLI) " with the 
following features : 


| No . E -12019 / 1 / 99 - Hindi ] 
GARGI MUKHERJEE , Director 


( 1 ) The aggregate sum assured under the Scheme 

shall be Rs. 20, 000 ( Rupees twenty 
thousand ) only per person. 


संघार एवं प्रोद्यौगिकी मंत्रालय 

(डाक विभाग ) 
( डाक जीवन बीमा निदेशालय ) 


( 2 ) The maximum age for taking a policy under 

the Scheme shall be the same as applicable 
to a normal person under RPLI obtaining 
for the relevant Insurance Plan , 


नई दिल्ली, 31 मई , 2002 


का . पा . 1948:-- - राष्ट्रपति " ग्रामीण डाक जीवन बीमा 
के अन्तर्गत विकलांग व्यक्तियों के लिए जीवन बीमा हेतु , 
विशेष स्कीम नामक एक स्कीम सहर्ष प्रवतित करते हैं 
जिसकी विशेषताएं निम्नलिखित होंगी : 


(3 ) Other terms and conditions applicable to the 

Scheme including the manner of computa 
tion of age at the time of taking the policy 
shall be the same as contained in Rule 14 ( 3 ) 
of Post Office Insurance Fund Rules as 
amended from time to time (amended 
last vide Notification No. even dated 

20 - 8 - 1997) . 
( 4 ) The Scheme shall come into force w.e.f. the 

date of publication of this Notification . 


( 1 ) इस स्कीम के अन्तर्गत सकल बीमित राशि 
20, 000 रु . ( बीस हजार रुपये ) मात्र प्रति व्यक्ति होगी । 


( 2 ) इस स्कीम के अन्तर्गत पालिसी लेने हेतु अधिकतम 
आयु वही होगी , जो ग्रामीण डाक जीवन बीमा के अन्तर्गत 
संगत बीमा योजना प्राप्त करने हेतु सामान्य व्यक्ति पर लागू 
होती हैं । 


INo . 26 -82/ 89 - LI] 
V . PATI, Dy. General Manager (PLI) 


[ भाग || - खण्ड 3 (11 ) ] 
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भारत का राजपत्र : जून 15, 2002/ज्येष्ठ 25, 2924 
पेट्रोलियम और प्राकृतिक गैस मंत्रालय 


नई दिल्ली , 7 जून, 2002 


का . आ . 1949 . - केन्द्रीय सरकार ने पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन ( भूमि में उपयोग के 
अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम 1962 (1962 का 50) (जिसे इसमें इसके पश्चात उक्त अधिनियम 
कहा गया है ) की धारा 3 की उपधारा (1) के अधीन जारी भारत सरकार के पेट्रोलियम और 
प्राकृतिक गैस मंत्रालय की अधिसूचना संख्या का . आ . 80 तारीख 09 जनवरी , 2002 द्वारा गुजरात 
राज्य में जामनगर से मध्यप्रदेश राज्य में भोपाल तक जामनगर - भोपाल पाइपलाइन परियोजना के 
माध्यम से पुन : गैसीकृत द्रवित प्राकृतिक गैस के परिवहन के लिए गैस ट्रांसपोर्टेशन और 
इन्फ्रास्ट्रक्चर कम्पनी लिमिटेड द्वारा पाइपलाइन बिछाने के प्रयोजन के लिए उस अधिसूचना से 
संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन करने के अपने आशय की 
घोषणा की थी ; 


और , उक्त राजपत्र अधिसूचना की प्रतियां जनता को तारीख 7 मार्च 2002 को उपलब्ध 
करा दी गई थीं ; 


और, सक्षम प्राधिकारी ने उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उपधारा (1) के अधीन केन्द्रीय 
सरकार को अपनी रिपोर्ट दे दी है ; 


और , केन्द्रीय सरकार ने उक्त रिपोर्ट पर विचार करने के पश्चात और यह समाधान हो 
जाने पर कि उक्त भूमि पाइपलाइन बिछाई जाने के लिए अपेक्षित है, उसमें उपयोग के अधिकार 
का अर्जन करने का विनिश्चय किया है ; 


अतः , अब केन्द्रीय सरकार उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उपधारा (1) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए यह घोषणा करती है कि इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में 
विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में पाइपलाइन बिछाने के लिए उपयोग के अधिकार का सर्जन किया जाता है ; 


और , केन्द्रीय सरकार उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उपधारा (4) द्वारा प्रदत्त शक्तिः 
का प्रयोग करते हुए यह निदेश देती है कि उक्त भूमि में पाइपलाइन बिछाई जाने के लिए 
उपयोग का अधिकार इस घोषणा के प्रकाशन की तारीख से केन्द्रीय सरकार में निहित होने की 
बजाए, सभी विल्लंगमों से मुक्त गैस ट्रांसपोर्टेशन और इन्फ्रास्ट्रक्चर कम्पनी लिमिटेड में निहित 
होगा । 
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- 


- 
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अनुसूची 


तहसील : देपालपुर 


जिला : इन्दौर 


राज्य : मध्यप्रदेश 


गांव का नाम 


सर्वे नंबर 


क्षेत्रफल 
आरे 


हेक्टर 


सेन्टीयर 


1 . रूनावदा 


2 . 
51 / 1 /15 
51 / 1 / 14A 
51/ 1 /14B 
51/1 /13 
51/17 
51/ 1 / 8 
68/ 2 
85/ 2 


65 / 1 


2 . खिरेली 


३ . एकतासा 


414 
138/ 2 
162 
105 
183/ 2 


184 


159/1 
158/ 1 
158/ 3 
158 / 6 
158/ 7 
158/ 4 
158/ 5 
158 / 8 
158/ 9 
158/ 10 
158/ 11 
167/ 2 
167 / 1 

168 
182/ 2 
184/ 2 
184 / 5 
184/ 1 
185 / 2 


[ mr II .- 4043( i ) ] 


mcn 


glqz : 


15, 200248 25 , 1924 


369 


ܝ 


46 


ܘܘ 


ܘ 


ܘܘ 


ܘ 


ܘܘ 


138 
1353 
13504 
13575 

134 
125 / 5 
133 
128/ 1 
128 / 2 
1282 
127 
11711 
1171 
1171 
117/ 2 
1162 
115 


ܘܘ 


ܘܘ 


ܘܘ 


ܘ 


ܘܘܘ 


114 


ܘܘܘ 


ܘ 


18 
111 
110 
108 
102 / 1 
1023 
103 
833 
93/3 
833 
87/ 1 


ܘܘ 


ܘܘ 


ܘܘܘ 


88 


ܘ 


ܘܘ 


ܘܘ 


87/10 
87 /11 

89 
821 
82/ 2 
811 
812 
81/ 3 
81 / 4 
772 
81/5 
9176 


ܘܘܘ 


ܘ 


ܘܘ 


ܘܘ 
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- - - - - - - - - - - 


- 


- 


- - - - 


- - 


- - - 


- 


- 


- - 


-- - 


- 


- - 


- - - 


-- 


- - 


- 


- 


गंदा (निरंतर ) 


2346 

77 / 3 
7714 
75 
58/ 1 
56/ 2 
59/ 1 
81/ 1 
60 / 1 
60/ 2 
62/ 2 
338/ 1 
1 / 1 
5 / 2/ 2 
5 / 2 / 1 


6 . अहिरवास 
6 . खजराया 


5/ 1 


17/ 1 


4/ 3 


19/ 1 
19/ 2 
19/ 3 
19/ 4 

69 
88/ 1 

54 
37/ 2 
37 / 3 

52 
49 / 1 
49 / 2 
49/ 3 


००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००० 


47 


48 


45 


42/ 1 / 1 
42/ 1/ 2 
218/ 2 
241 / 1 
241/ 2 

285 
284/ 1/ 1 / 1 

273/ 1 
273/ 5 


[ भाग II -- खण्ड 3(ii) ] 


भारत का राजपत्र : जून 15 , 2002/ ज्येष्ठ 25, 1924 


5571 


2 


खजराया (निरंतर ) 


7 तकीपुरा 


27312 
27214 
140/ 1 
140 / 1 
140 /1 
140 / 1 
128/ 1 

95 
128/ 1 

65 
64/ 1 / 1 
84/ 1/ 2 
64 / 2 
64/ 3 
81/ 1 

80 
59/ 1 
59 / 3 
57/ 1 
57 / 1 
57/ 1 


58 


29 / 1 
28/ 1 
29 / 2 
28/ 2 


32 


33 / 1 
33/ 2 
20/ 2 
2013 
33/ 2 
35 / 1 
231/ 3 
231/ 4 
231 / 5 
230/ 1 
232 


234 


238 / 1 


220 
228 
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तकीपुरा (निरंतर ) 


8 देपालपुर 


2 
221 / 1 
224 / 1 

223 
28412 
284/ 1 
284/ 3 
259/ 1 
259 / 2 
283 
280 
246/ 8 
1098/ 4 / 1 
1098/ 4/ 1 
1098/ 4 /1 
1098/ 4/ 2 
1098/ 4/ 2 
1098/ 4/ 2 
1142 / 6 
1142/ 2 
1142/ 5 
1141 
1128 
1138/ 3 
1138/ 3 
1138/ 3 
1134 
1134 
1134 
1135 
1136 / 2 

156 
157/ 2 
157/ 1 
157/ 4 
157/ 3 
158 
158 
158 
180 


२ . बरोली हौज 


+r. 
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2 


। 


। 


। 


। 


बरोली हौष (निरंतर ) 


13/4 
13 / 2 
44 / 1 
44/ 2 


43 


37/ 3 


129 


128 


137/ 1 /1B 

137/ 2 
137/ 3 
138 
140 
10414 
5 / 1 


10 . मुरखेड़ा 


10-००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००० 


5 / 2 


14/ 1 
14/ 2 
15/ 1 
15/ 2 


23 


48/ 2 


50/ 1 


55 


56 


84/ 1 
64/ 1 
64/ 1 
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( 
hne 
) 
ܗܘ 
%3 


73/ 3 


74 / 3 


80 


; 
܀ 


873 
87 / 4 

86 
86/1 


q5 


115 
114/1 
114/ 2 

98 /1 
1131 
1132 
88/1 
99/ 2 
1121 
11212 
100 
1011 
1012 
10202 
103 / 1 
108 
105 / 1 
105/ 2 


܂ 


܂ 
218 



221 


31711 
313/ 1 / 1 
3132/ 1 
313/ 2 / 2 
3121 
312/ 2 
312/ 3 
312/ 4 
312/ 4 
312/4 
_ 311 
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- 


- 


- 


- 


- - 


मुरखेड़ा (निरंतर) 


721/ 1 
721 / 2 
778/ 1 


777 


303 
778 
780 
781 
782 
783 

784 
301 / 2/ 2 
301 / 4 
301 / 5 / 2 
788/ 1 
789 /1 
8/ 2 
8 / 1 


11 . बहिरखेड़ी 


23 / 1 
23/ 2 
60/ 2 
23 / 1 
22/ 2 


०००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००००० 


80 


89/ 1 
69 / 2 
69 / 3 
69/ 4 

88 
70/ 1/ 2 
71/ 2 
71 / 3 
70/ 1 / 1 
71/ 2 


12 


78 


81/ 3 
81 / 2 
81 / 1 
81/1 
82/ 1 


5 
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ܡܐ 


ܐ 
܀ 


i ( thing( 


822 
82/ 1 
82/ 2 
821 
422 
823 
83/1 
832 
83/ 3 
83/ 5 
287 / 3 
2874 
297 / 1 

295 
2972 
3172 
289 
288 


28 


܂ 


3171 
316 
3201 
32 0 2 
329 


331 


330 
353 


352 


3551 
355/ 3 
356 / 1 
3582 
351 
378/ 1 
378 / 2 


377 


373 


374 


375 
128 


. 


12 


ܝ- 
mm II 
] 


dv3 (ii [( 


HTMH Y ] { 

THz : 115, 2002825 , 1924 
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ܗ 


abv 


( hing) 


1251 
122/ 1 
122 / 2 


382 


ܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘ 


12 . Vidq1 


383 
3841 
387 
138 
12 
2:32 
25 
283 
286 
29 / 5 
28 
30 
237 / 2 
235 
234 
2492 
251f1 
2782 
278/1 
277 /1 
2772 
315 
314 
318 


ܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘ 


ܘܘܘܘܘܘܘ 


317 
3132 
313/1 
312 


310/3 

312 
310/ 2 
1 / 3 


ܘܘܘܘ 


13 % 


! 


ܘܘܘܘ 


8 / 3 


8 / 4 


60 


8 / 5 
21 / 


ܘܘܘ 
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- 


frulle (Areas) 


21 /2 
23/ 1 
23 / 2 
25/2 
25/5 
25/3 
25 /6 
25 /4 
4771 
30 / 1 
30 /2 
28 
45 


[ 97. # . TM . 14014 / 32/ 2001- 71. 97. ] 

स्वामी सिंह , निदेशक 


Ministry ofPetroleum and NaturalGas 

New Delhi, the 7th June, 2002 


S. O . 1949, - Whereas by notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Petroleum and Natural Gas number S .O . 80 , dated the 9th January , 2002 , issued under 
sub -section ( 1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals pipelines (Acquisition of Right 
of User in Land )Act, 1962 (50 of 1962 ) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the 
Central Government declared its intention to acquire the right of user in the land specified 
in the Schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for 
transport of regassfied liquefied natural gas through the Jamnagar -Bhopal Pipeline 
Project from Jamnagar in the State of Gujarat to Bhopal in the State ofMadhya Pradesh 
by Gas Transportation and Infrastructure Company Limited ;. 
And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public on 
the 7th March , 2002 ; 
And whereas the competent authority has, under sub - section (1 ) of section 6 of the said 
Act, submitted report to the CentralGovernment; 
And whereas the Central Government has after considering the said report and on being 
satisfied that the said land is required for laying the pipeline decided to acquire the right 
of user therein ; 
Now , therefore , in exercise of the powers conferred by sub - section ( 1 ) of section 6 of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land 
specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is hereby acquired , for laying the 
pipeline ; . 
And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub - section (4 ) of section 6 of the 
said Act, the Central Govemment hereby directs that the right of user in the said land for 
laying the pipeline shall , instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest, on the date 
of publication of the declaration , in the Gas Transportation and Infrastructure Company 
Limited , free from all encumbrances. 
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YRGT FT M99 : 


15 , 2002/ 99 25 , 1924 


- 


- 


- 


SCHEDULE 


Tehsil : Depalpur 


District : Indore 


State : Madhya Pradesh 


Name of the Village 


Survey No 


AREA 
Are 


Hectare 


C -Are 


1. RUNAVADA 


1 


2 
51/1 /15 
51 / 1 /14A 
51/ 1/ 14B 
51/ 1 / 13 
51/ 17 
51/ 1 / 8 
86 /2 
65 /2 
65 / 1 


2 . KHIRELI 


3 . EKTASA 


138 /2 
162 
165 
163/ 2 

164 
159/1 
158 / 1 
158 /3 
158 /6 
1587 
158 /4 
158 / 5 
158 / 8 
158 /9 
158 / 10 
158 /11 
167/2 
167 /1 

188 
182 / 2 
18412 
184 /5 
184 / 1 
185 /2 
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܂ 


1 


ܐ 


ܐ 


| 


| 


ܕ 


| 


4 . BEGANDA 


139 
135/ 3 
1354 
135/ 5 
134 
125 5 

133 
1291 
128/ 2 
1292 

127 
11711 
117/ 1 
1171 
11702 
118 / 2 
115 


114 


108 
111 
110 
108 
. 102/ 1 
10213 
103 
93/ 3 
93/ 3 
933 
87 / 1 

88 
87/10 
87/11 

88 
82/1 
82/ 2 
8111 
81/2 
81 / 3 
81; 4 
772 
815 
818 
773 


7744 


75 
56/ 1 


[ crmm If - iris 3 (in ) ] 


fmti mi roga : vn 15, 2002825, 1924 
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BEGANDA( Cont d ) 


6 . AHIRWAS 
6 . KHAJRAYA 


582 
56 /1 
811 
80 /1 
60/ 2 
622 
33941 

1 # 1 
5/ 2/ 2 
5 / 2/ 1 

6 / 1 
171 

4 / 3 
19/ 1 
19/ 2 
19/ 3 
18/ 4 

69 
88 / 1 

54 
372 
37/ 3 

52 
49 /1 
492 
49 / 3 


܂ 


47 


48 

45 
42/ 1 / 1 
42 1 / 2 
218/ 2 
241/ 1 
2412 

285 
284 1111 

273/ 1 
273/ 5 
273/ 2 
272/ 4 
1401 
140/ 1 
1401 
140 1 
1281 

85 


7 . TAKIPURA 


ܐܐ 
3 
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- - 


- 


- 


2 
ܐ 


15 
14 

13 


TAKIPURA (Cont d ) 


128 / 1 

85 
84/ 1 ; 1 
84/12 
64 / ? 
64/ 3 
611 


60 


591 
58/ 3 
571 
57/ 1 
571 

58 
29 / 1 
28/ 1 
25; 2 
28/ 2 


32 


33/ 1 
332 
20/ 2 
20/ 3 
33/ 2 
35/ 1 
231 / 3 
23174 
231 / 5 
230/1 
232 
234 
236/1 
220 
228 
22111 
224/1 

223 
284/ 2 
284 /1 
284 / 3 
2591 
259/ 2 
263 
280 
248/ 6 


܂ 


[ YTT II - U 


3 ( ii) ] 


473 


M 
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DEPALPURI _ 


8 . DEPALPUR 


1098 /4 /1 
1098 /4 / 1 
1098 / 4 / 1 
1098 / 4 / 2 
1098 / 4 /2 
1098 /4 / 2 
114278 
1142/ 2 
114215 
1141 
1128 
1138 /3 
1138 / 3 
1138 / 3 
1134 
1134 
1134 
1135 
1136 / 2 

156 
157 /2 
15711 
157 /4 
157 / 3 
158 
158 


9 . BAROLI HOJ 


OOOOOOOOOOOOOHOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO 


158 


160 


vonw 


151 


10 


13 /4 
13 /2 
44 / 1 
4412 


43 


37 /3 
38 
54 
129 

128 
137 / 1 /1B 
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BAROLI HOJ (Cont d ) 


121 [ 131116 ] 

1372 
1373 
138 
340 
104 / 4 
571 


10 . MURKHEDA 


14/ 1 
14/ 2 
15/1 
15/ 2 
23 


49 2 


50 / 1 


55 


56 


J 


ܫ|ܟ8 

8G8 

8ܐܝܢܣܣܣܢܣܩܬܛܢܚܬܗܟܣܟܚܘ&&&&;ܣܣܚܣܝܝܛܘܚܚܘܣܚ܀ܘ 


83 


84/ 1 
8471 
84 / 1 
73 / 3 
74 / 3 


80 


82 
873 


874 


88 


891 


85 
115 
1141 
114 / 2 
98/ 1 
113/ 1 
313/ 2 
891 
99 / 2 


[ mr Il - gw $ 3( i ) ] 
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- 


- 


- - 


- 


MURKHEDA (Cont d ) 


1121 
1122 

100 
1011 
1012 
102 / 2 
103 /1 
16 
105/ 1 
105 / 2 
218 
221 
31711 
313/ 1 / 1 
313/ 2/1 
313/22 
312/ 1 
31212 
3123 
3124 
312/ 4 
3124 
311 
721 / 1 
1212 
778 /1 
777 
303 
778 
780 
781 
782 


܂ 


783 


784 
301/ 2/ 2 

301 / 4 
30105 / 2 
788/1 
789/ 1 


11. AHIRKHEDI 


82 


8/ 1 


23/ 1 


232 


60 / 2 
23 / 1 
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ܕܒܫܫܕ 
ܕܫ 


- 


- - - . - - 


AHIRKHEDI (Cont d) 


18 


222 
68 
89/ 1 
89/ 2 
89/ 3 
88/ 4 

88 
yo/12 
71/ 2 
718 
10/ 111 
712 
12 


18 


81 / 3 
81/ 2 


81/ 1 


81 / 1 
82/1 
822 
821 
82/ 2 
821 
82/ ? 
82/ 3 
83/ 1 
83/ 2 
83/ 3 
8375 
28713 
287/ 4 
2971 
295 
2972 
317 / 2 


܂ 


܂ 


289 


208 
298 
317/ 1 

318 
320/1 
320/ 2 
329 
331 


ܗܫܫܗ 


[ im II -- 90s3( i ) ] 


omni mmmgg : Grd 15 , 2002 


25, 1524 
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- 


: 


ܗ 


AHIRKHEDI (Cont d ) 


AHIRKHEDI(Conra) 


ܘ 


330 


353 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


352 
3551 
355/ 3 
356/ 1 
356 / 2 

351 
378/1 
378/ 2 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


377 


ܘ 


373 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


374 
375 
128 
125/ 1 
122/ 1 
1222 
382 
383 
384/ 1 
387 
138 
12 
23 /2 
25 
28 / 3 
288 
28 / 5 
29 


ܘ 


ܘ 


12 . PALADI 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


30 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


2372 
235 
234 
249 / 2 
2511 
276 / 2 
279/ 1 
277 /1 
2772 
315 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


314 


ܘ 


318 


ܘ 


317 


ܘ 


ܘ 


313/ 2 
313/1 


ܘ 
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PALADI (Cont d ) 


312 
310 / 3 

312 
310/ 2 
1 / 3 


13. MIRJAPUR 


6/ 3 
6/ 4 
6/ 2 
6 / 5 
21 / 4 
21/ 2 
23/1 
23/ 2 
25 / 2 
25 / 5 
25 / 3 
25 / 8 
25/ 4 
47/ 1 
30/ 1 
30/ 2 
28 
45 


[ No. L.14014/32/ 2001 - G. P.] 

SWAMI SINGH , Director 


नई दिल्ली, 10 जून, 2002 


का. आ . 1950. - केन्द्रीय सरकार , पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन 
( भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम , 1962 (1962 का 
50 ) की धारा 3 की उपधारा ( 1) द्वारा प्रदत्त शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए, 
भारत के राजपत्र , भाग - ।।, खंड -3, उपखंड ( ii ) तारीख 21 जुलाई, 2001 
के पृष्ठ 3507 से पृष्ठ 3516 पर प्रकाशित भारत सरकार के पेट्रोलियत 

और प्राकृतिक गैस मंत्रालय की अधिसूचना संख्या क . आ . 1706 तारीख 16 
जुलाई, 2001 में निम्नलिखित संशोधन करती है, अर्थातः 
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उक्त अधिसूचना की अनुसूची में पृष्ठ 3510 पर स्तम्भ । में आने वाले 
गांव “ मजादर ” के सामने स्तम्भ 2 में आने वाले सर्वेक्षण संख्या “ 233 " में 
स्तम्भ 3 में आने वाले उपखंड “! " में स्तम्भ 4, 5 और 6 में आने वाले 
"0.0. 20 ” क्षेत्र के स्थान पर “0. 10.14” क्षेत्र रखा जाएग । 


फा. मं. आर. 25011/21 /2001 / ओ. आर. I ] 

एम. एस. केमवाल , अपर सचिष 


New Delhi , the 10th June, 2002 


S . O . 1950 . - - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub - section ( 1) of section 3 of the 


Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines ( Acquisition of Right of User in Land ) Act, 1962 ( 50 of 
1962), the Central Government hereby makes the following amendment in the notification of 


the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas S . O . number 1706 , 


dated the 16 " July, 2001 , published at pages 3507 to 3516 in Part II, section 3, sub - section 
( ii) of the Gazette of India, dated the 21s4 July , 2001, namely : 


In the Schedule to the said notification , at page 3515 , against village “Majadar" 
occurring in column , in Survey No " 233 " Occurring in column 2 , in sub - division No." ) " 
occurring in column 3 , for the area “ 0 - 00 - 20 ” occurring in columns 4 , 5 and 6 , the area " O 
10 - 14 ” shall be substituted 

[ E No. R- 25011 / 21/ 2001 OR-I.) 

S. S. KEMWAL, Under Secy. 
नईदिल्ली, 10 जून , 2002 


का . आ. 1951. - केन्द्रीय सरकार , पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन 
( भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम , 1962 (1962 का 
50 ) की धारा 2 के खंड ( क ) के अनुसरण में नीचे दी गई अनुसूची के 
स्तम्भ ( 1 ) में उल्लिखित व्यक्ति को उस अनुसूची के स्तम्भ (2 ) में की 
तत्स्थानी . प्रविष्टि में उल्लिखित क्षेत्र की बाबत, मैसर्स पेट्रोनेट सी . आई. 
लिमिटेड वदोदरा जिसका रजिस्ट्रीकृत कार्यालय वदोदरा में है, द्वारा गुजरात 
राज्य में ई. ओ . एल ./ आर. पी . एल . परिष्करणी से वाडीनार से दुमद ( कोयली) 
नागपुर और कोटा तक पेट्रोलियम उत्पादों के परिवहन के लिए पाइपलाइन 
बिछाए जाने के लिए उक्त अधिनियम के अधीन सक्षम प्राधिकारी के कृत्यों 
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अधिकारिता का क्षेत्र 

( 2 ) 


का पालन करने के लिए प्राधिकृत करती हैं : 

अनुसूची 
व्यक्ति का नाम और पता 

. ( 1 ) 

श्री जमील अहमद कुरेशी आर. ए. एस . 
एस. डी . ओ . ( पेट्रोनेट सी . आई. लिमिटेड में प्रति 
नियुक्ति पर) 3/ 127 . 128 , गुजरात रिफाइनरी , 
डाकघर जवाहर नगर, वदोदरा - 391320 


राजस्थान राज्य 


फा . सं . आर. 25011 /11/ 2002/ ओ. आर. I ] 

एस . एस . केमवाल, अवर सचिव 


New Delhi, the 10th June, 2002 


S. 0 . 1951. -. In pursuance of clause (a ) of section 2 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land ) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the 
Central Government hereby authorises the person mentioned in column (1) of the 
Schedule below to perform the functions of the competent authority under the said 
Act for laying of the pipeline by M /s . Petronet Cl Limited , Vadodara having its 
registered office at Vadodara for transportation of petroleum products from EOL /RPL 
refineries in the state of Gujarat from Vadinar to Dumud (Koyali) Nagpur and Kota in 
respect of the area mentioned in the corresponding entry in column (2 ) thereof : 

Schedule 


Name and address of the person 


Area of Jurisdiction 


( 1 ) 


(2 ) 


State of Rajasthan 


Shri. Jameel Ahmed Qureshi RAS , SDO 
(on deputation to Petronet ClLimited ) 
3 / 127 - 128 , Gujarat Refinery 
P. O. Jawahar Nagar, Vadodra- 391320 
Gujarat 


[ F. No. R -25011/ 11/ 2002OR-I.] 
S . S . KEMWAL , Under Secy . 
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नई दिल्ली, 10 जूम , 2002 


का. मा . 1952. - केंद्रीय सरकार ने पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन ( भूमि में 
उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम, 1962 ( 1962 का 50 ) जिसे इसमें इसके 
पश्चात उक्त अधिनियम कहा गया है ) की धारा 3 की उपधारा (1) के अधीन जारी 
भारत सरकार के पेट्रोलियम और प्राकृतिक गैस मंत्रालय की अधिसूचना संख्या का . आ . 
2956 तारीख 31 अक्टूबर , 2001 द्वारा उस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट 
भूमि में इन्डियन ऑयल कॉर्पोरेशन लिमिटेड द्वारा गुजरात राज्य में विरमग्राम से 
हरियाणा राज्य में पानीपत तक राजस्थान राज्य में चाकसु से होती हुई अपरिष्कृत तेल 
के परिवर्तन के लिए सलाया मथुरा पाइप लाइन प्रणाली परियोजना के विरमगाम 
चाकसु, चाकसु- पानीपत और चाकसु - मथुरा सेक्शनों के संवर्धन के कार्यान्वयन के लिए 
पाइपलाइन बिछाने के प्रयोजन के लिए उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन करने के अपने 
आशय की घोषणा की थी । 

और उक्त अधिसूचना की प्रतियाँ जनता को तारीख 13.11. 2001 को उपलब्ध करा दी 
गई थी 
और सक्षम प्राधिकारी, ने उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा (1 ) के अधीन 
केन्द्रीय सरकार को अपनी रिपोर्ट दे दी है । 

और केन्द्रीय सरकार का उक्त रिपोर्ट पर विचार करने के पश्चात् यह समाधान हो 
गया है कि इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में उपयोग के 
अधिकार का अर्जन किया जाना चाहिए ; 
अतः अब, केन्द्रीय सरकार उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा ( 1 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए यह घोषणा करती है कि इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न 
अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में उपयोग का अधिकार अर्जित किया जाता है । 
और केन्द्रीय सरकार उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा ( 4) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए यह निदेश देती है कि उक्त भूमि में उपयोग का 
अधिकार इस घोषणा के प्रकाशन की तारीख से केन्द्रीय सरकार में निहित होने की 
बजाए सभी विल्लंगमों से मुक्त इंडियन ऑयल कॉर्पोरेशन लिमिटेड में निहित होगा । 

अनुसूची 
तालूका : विरमगाम जिला : अहमदाबाद 

राज्य : गुजरात 

क्षेत्रफल 
गाँव का नाम 

सर्वे सं . उप - खण्ड सं . हेक्टर | एयर वर्ग मीटर 


2 


2 
192 


चणोठिया 


00206 


फा . सं. आर. 25011/9 /2001 / ओ. आर. I ] 
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New Delhi, the 10th June, 2002 


S. O . 1952 . - .Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the 
Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas number $.O . 2956 dated the 
319 October, 2001 issued under sub section (1 ) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of user in Land ) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962 ), 
( hereinafter referred to as the said Act ), the Central Government declared its 
intention to acquire the right of user in the lands specified in the schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the 
transportation of Crude Oil from Viramgam in the State of Gujarat to Panipat in 
the State of Haryana via Chaksu in the State of Rajasthan by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited for implementing the Augmentation of Viramgam - Chaksu , 
Chaksu - Panipat & Chaksu - Mathura sections of Salaya - Mathura Pipeline 
System Project. 


And whereas, copies of the said notification were made available to the public on 
13 . 11. 2001 ; 


And whereas , the Competent Authority has under sub - section ( 1) of section 6 of 
the said Act submitted his report to the Central Government; 


And whereas, the Central Government, after considering the said report is satisfied 
that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this 
Notification should be acquired ; 


Now , therefore , in exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section ( 1) of section 6 
of the said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the rights of user in 
the lands specified in the Schedule appended to this notification are hereby 
acquired ; 


And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by, sub-section (4 ) of section 6 the 
said Act , the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
land shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest from the date of 
publication of this declaration , in the Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all 
encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 
Taluka : VIRAMGAM District : AHMEDABAD 

Stato : GUJARAT 

Area 
Name of the Village 

Survey no . Sub - Division no . 1 Hectare Are Sq.mtr. 
2 

5 


CHANOTHIA 


192 


02 


06 


JF . No R -25011/9/2001 OR -I.) 
S. S. KEMWAL , Under Secy . 
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Ans 
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. 
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. . . 


नई दिल्ली, 10 जून , 2002 
का. आ. 1953. - केंद्रीय सरकार ने पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन ( भूमि में 
उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम , 1962 (1962 का 50 ) जिसे इसमें इसके 
पश्चात उक्त अधिनियम कहा गया है ) की धारा 3 की उपधारा ( 1) के अधीन जारी 
भारत सरकार के पेट्रोलियम और प्राकृतिक गैस मंत्रालय की अधिसूचना संख्या का . आ . 
2955 तारीख 31 अक्टूबर, 2001 द्वारा उस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट 
भूमि में इन्डियन ऑयल कॉर्पोरेशन लिमिटेड द्वारा गुजरात राज्य में विरमग्राम से 
हरियाणा राज्य में पानीपत तक राजस्थान राज्य में चाकसु से होती हुई अरिष्कृत तेल 
के परिवर्तन के लिए सलाया मथुरा पाइप लाइन प्रणाली परियोजना के विरमग्राम 
चाकसु, चाकसु - पानीपत और चाकसु -मथुरा सेक्शनों के संवर्धन के कार्यान्वयन के लिए 
पाइपलाइन बिछाने के प्रयोजन के लिए उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन करने के अपने 
आशय की घोषणा की थी ; 
और उक्त अधिसूचना की प्रतियाँ जनता को तारीख 13 .11. 2001 को उपलब्ध करा दी 
गई थी 

और सक्षम प्राधिकारी, ने उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा ( 1) के अधीन 
केन्द्रीय सरकार को अपनी रिपोर्ट दे दी है। 

और केन्द्रीय सरकार का उक्त रिपोर्ट पर विचार करने के पश्चात् यह समाधान हो 
गया है कि इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में उपयोग के 
अधिकार का अर्जन किया जाना चाहिए । 
अतः अब, केन्द्रीय सरकार उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा ( 1 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए यह घोषणा करती है कि इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न 
अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में उपयोग का अधिकार अर्जित किया जाता है; 
और केन्द्रीय सरकार उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा ( 4) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए यह निदेश देती है कि उक्त भूमि में उपयोग का 
अधिकार इस घोषणा के प्रकाशन की तारीख से केन्द्रीय सरकार में निहित होने की 
बजाए सभी विल्लंगमों से मुक्त इंडियन ऑयल कॉर्पोरेशन लिमिटेड में निहित होगा । 

अनुसूची 
तालुका : बेचराजी जिला : महेसाणा 

राज्य : गुजरात 

क्षेत्रफल 
गाँव का नाम सर्वे सं . उप - खण्ड सं . 

एयर वर्ग मीटर 
T 2 

3 4 5 6 
कनाड़ा 1142 

00 
1142 2पी 

0852 


हेक्टर 


] 


. 


51 


फा . सं . आर. 25011/ 9/ 2001 / ओ . आर. I ] 
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New Delhi, the 10th June, 2002 


S. O . 1953.- Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the 
Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas number S .O . 2955 dated the 
315 October, 2001 issued under sub section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of user in Land ) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), 
(hereinafter referred to as the said Act ), the Central Government declared its 
intention to acquire the right of user in the lands specified in the schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the 
transportation of Crude Oil from Viramgam in the State of Gujarat to Panipat in 
the State of Haryana via Chaksu in the State of Rajasthan by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited for implementing the Augmentation of Viramgam - Chaksu , 
Chaksu - Panipat & Chaksu - Mathura sections of Salaya - Mathura Pipeline 
System Project; 


And whereas, copies of the said notification were made available to the public on 
13 . 11 . 2001; 


And whereas, the Competent Authority has under sub - section (1) of section 6 of 
the said Act submitted his report to the Central Government; 


And whereas, the Central Government, after considering the said report is satisfied 
that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this 
Notification should be acquired ; 


Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section ( 1) of section 6 
of the said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the rights of user in 
the lands specified in the Schedule appended to this notification are hereby 
acquired ; 


And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub - section (4 ) of section 6 the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
land shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest from the date of 
publication of this declaration , in the Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all 
encumbrances. 

- SCHEDULE 
Taluka : BECHARAJI District : MEHSANA 

State : GUJARAT 

Area 
Name of the Village Survey no . Sub -Division no. Hectare Are şq mtr. 

4 . 5 
KANODA 1142 

00 
1142 

2P 


2 


3 


51 


08 


[F. No . R -25011/9 /2001 OR -I.) 
S . S . KEMWAL , Under Secy. 
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नई दिल्ली , 10 जून , 2002 
का. आ. 1954. - केंद्रीय सरकार ने पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन ( भूमि में 
उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम, 1962 ( 1962 का 50 ) जिसे इसमें इसके 
पश्चात उक्त अधिनियम कहा गया है ) की धारा 3 की उपधारा (1 ) के अधीन जारी 
भारत सरकार के पेट्रोलियम और प्राकृतिक गैस मंत्रालय की अधिसूचना संख्या का आ . 
2954 तारीख 31 अक्टूबर, 2001 द्वारा उस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट 
भूमि में इन्डियन ऑयल कॉर्पोरेशन लिमिटेड द्वारा गुजरात राज्य में विरमग्राम से 
हरियाणा राज्य में पानीपत तक राजस्थान राज्य में चाकसु से होती हुई उपरिष्कृत तेल 
के परिवर्तन के लिए सलाया मथुरा पाइप लाइन प्रणाली परियोजना के विरमागाम 
चाकसु, चाकसु - पानीपत और चाकसु - मथुरा सेक्शनों के संवर्धन के कार्यान्वयन के लिए 
पाइपलाइन बिछाने के प्रयोजन के लिए उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन करने के अपने 
आशय की घोषणा की थी; 

और उक्त अधिसूचना की प्रतियाँ जनता को तारीख 13.11. 2001 को उपलब्ध करा दी 
गई थी 

और सक्षम प्राधिकारी , ने उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा (1 ) के अधीन 
केन्द्रीय सरकार को अपनी रिपोर्ट दे दी है। 

और केन्द्रीय सरकार का उक्त रिपोर्ट पर विचार करने के पश्चात् यह समाधान हो 
गया है कि इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में उपयोग के 
अधिकार का अर्जन किया जाना चाहिए ; 
अतः अब, केन्द्रीय सरकार , उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा (1 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए यह घोषणा करती है कि इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न 
अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में उपयोग का अधिकार अर्जित किया जाता है; 
और केन्द्रीय सरकार उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा ( 4 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए यह निदेश देती है कि उक्त भूमि में उपयोग का 
अधिकार इस घोषणा के प्रकाशन की तारीख से केन्द्रीय सरकार में निहित होने की 
बजाए सभी विल्लंगमों से मुक्त इंडियन ऑयल कॉर्पोरेशन लिमिटेड में निहित होगा । 
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अनुसूची 
जिला : अहमदाबाद 


तालुका : देशोज रामपुरा 


राज्य : गुजरात 

क्षेत्रफल 
हेक्टर एयर 


गाँव का नाम 


ud i. 


34 - yhug 


. 


वर्ग मीटर 


3 


बासका 


36 


19 


49 


o 


20 


- 25 


63 


. 


09 27 
41. , 3TR . 25011/9/2001/37. 34TC. I ] 

एस . एस. केमवाल , अवर सचिव 


New Delhi, the 10th June, 2002 


S. 0 . 1954. _ Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the 
Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas number S .O . 2954 dated the 
315 October, 2001 issued under sub section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of user in Land ) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), 
(hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central Government declared its 
intention to acquire the right of user in the lands specified in the schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the 
transportation of Crude Oil from Viramgam in the State of Gujarat to Panipat in 
the State of Haryana via Chaksu in the State of Rajasthan by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited for implementing the Augmentation of Viramgam - Chaksu , 
Chaksu - Panipat & Chaksu - Mathura sections of Salaya - Mathura Pipeline 
System Project . 
And whereas, copies of the said notification were made available to the public on 
13 . 11. 2001; 


And whereas, the Competent Authority has under sub -section (1) of section 6 of 
the said Act submitted his report to the Central Government; 


And whereas, the Central Government, after considering the said report is satisfied 
that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this 
Notification should be acquired ; 
Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub - section ( 1) of section 6 
of the said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the rights of user in 
the lands specified in the Schedule appended to this notification are hereby 
acquired ; 
And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub - section (4 ) of section 6 the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
land shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest from the date of 
publication of this declaration , in the Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all 
encumbrances . 
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CULAF 


- 


- 


- 


L 


a 


ur 


- - - - 


- 


- 


- 


SCHEDULE 


Taluka : DETROJ RAMPURA 


District : AHMEDABAD 


Stato : GUJARAT 

Area 


Name of the Village 


Survey no . 


Sub - Division no . I Hectare 


Sq.mtr . 


BASKA 


27 


[ F No. R -25011 / 9/ 2001 OR-I.] 
S. S . KEMWAL , Under Secy . 


... नई दिल्ली, 10 जून , 2002 
का. आ . 1955 . - केंद्रीय सरकार ने पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन ( भूमि में 
उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम, 1962 (1962 का 50 ) जिसे इसमें इसके 
पश्चात उक्त अधिनियम कहा गया है ) की धारा 3 की उपधारा (1 ) के अधीन जारी 
भारत सरकार के पेट्रोलियम और प्राकृतिक गैस मंत्रालय की अधिसूचना संख्या क . आ . 
1411 तारीख 19 जून, 2001 द्वारा उस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट 
भूमि में इन्डियन ऑयल कॉर्पोरेशन लिमिटेड द्वारा गुजरात राज्य में विरमग्राम से 
हरियाणा राज्य में पानीपत तक राजस्थान राज्य में चाकसु से होती हुई उपरिष्कृत तेल 
के परिवर्तन के लिए सलाया मथुरा पाइप लाइन प्रणाली परियोजना के विरमागाम 
चाकसु , चाकसु - पानीपत और चाकसु- मथुरा सेक्शनों के संवर्धन के कार्यान्वयन के लिए 
पाइपलाइन बिछाने के प्रयोजन के लिए उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन करने के अपने 
आशय की घोषणा की थी ; 
और उक्त अधिसूचना की प्रतियाँ जनता को तारीख 09 . 07 . 2001 को उपलब्ध करा दी 
गई थी 

और सक्षम प्राधिकारी, ने उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा ( 1) के अधीन 
केन्द्रीय सरकार को अपनी रिपोर्ट दे दी है; 

और केन्द्रीय सरकार का उक्त रिपोर्ट पर विचार करने के पश्चात् यह समाधान हो 
गया है कि इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में उपयोग के 
अधिकार का अर्जन किया जाना चाहिए; 
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अतः अब, केन्द्रीय सरकार उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा (1 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए यह घोषणा करती है कि इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न 
अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में उपयोग का अधिकार अर्जित किया जाता है ; 
और केन्द्रीय सरकार उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा (4 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए यह निदेश देती है कि उक्त भूमि में उपयोग का 
अधिकार इस घोषणा के प्रकाशन की तारीख से केन्द्रीय सरकार में निहित होने की 
बजाए सभी विल्लंगमों से मुक्त इंडियन ऑयल कॉर्पोरेशन लिमिटेड में निहित होगा । 

___ अनुसूची 
तालूका : विरमगाम जिला : अहमदाबाद 

राज्य : गुजरात 

क्षेत्रफल 
गाँव का नाम 

सर्वे सं . उप - खण्ड सं . हेक्टर | एयर वर्ग मीटर 


w 


- 


- 


- 


चणोठिया 


160 


160 


N 


161 


161 


N 


162 
162 


N 


162 


w 


or 


0 


37 


55 


162 
189 
191 


o 


38 


फा. सं . आर. 25011/ 9/ 2001/ ओ . आर. I ] 

एस . एस. केमवाल, अवर सचिव 


New Delhi,the 10th June, 2002 
S. 0. 1955. - Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the 
Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas number S . O . 1411 dated the 
19th June, 2001 issued under sub section ( 1 ) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines ( Acquisition of Right of user in Land ) Act , 1962 (50 of 1962 ), 
(hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central Government declared its 
intention to acquire the right of user in the lands specified in the schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the 
transportation of Crude Oil from Viramgam in the State of Gujarat to Panipat in 
the State of Haryana via Chaksu in the State of Rajasthan by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited for implementing the Augmentation of Viramgam - Chaksu , 
Chaksu - Panipat & Chaksu - Mathura sections of Salaya - Mathura Pipeline 
System Project. 


m 11 


3(11) ] 
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And whereas , copies of the said notification were made available to the public on 
09 .07 .2001 ; 


And whereas, the Competent Authority has under sub - section ( 1) of section 6 of 
the said Act submitted his report to the Central Government; 


And whereas, the Central Government, after considering the said report is satisfied 
that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this 
Notification should be acquired ; 


Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section ( 1) of section 6 
of the said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the rights of user in 
the lands specified in the Schedule appended to this notification are hereby 
acquired ; 


And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section (4 ) of section 6 the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
land shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest from the date of 
publication of this declaration , in the Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all 
encumbrances , 


SCHEDULE 


Taluka : VIRAMGAM 


District : AHMEDABAD 


State : GUJARAT 


Area 


Name of the Village 


Survey no 


Sub -Division no . 1 Hectare 


Are 


Sq .mtr 


CHANOTHIA 


160 


160 


161 


161 


162 


162 
162 
162 


0 


07 


20 


189 


191 


38 


1782 G1/2002 – 6 
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S . S. KEMWAL, Under Secy 
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% 


- 


- 


नई दिल्ली, 10 जून, 2002 


का. आ. 1956 .-- केंद्रीय सरकार ने पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन ( भूमि में 
उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम , 1962 (1962 का 50 ) जिसे इसमें इसके 
पश्चात उक्त अधिनियम कहा गया है ) की धारा 3 की उपधारा ( 1 ) के अधीन जारी 
भारत सरकार के पेट्रोलियम और प्राकृतिक गैस मंत्रालय की अधिसूचना संख्या क . आ . 
1410 तारीख 19 जून , 2001 द्वारा उस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट 
भूमि में इन्डियन ऑयल कॉर्पोरेशन लिमिटेड द्वारा गुजरात राज्य में विरमग्राम से 
हरियाणा राज्य में पानीपत तक राजस्थान राज्य में चाकसु से होती हुई उपरिष्कृत तेल 
के परिवर्तन के लिए सलाया मथुरा पाइप लाइन प्रणाली परियोजना के विरमागाम 
चाकसु, चाकसु-पानीपत और चाकसु - मथुरा सेक्शनों के संवर्धन के कार्यान्वयन के लिए 
पाइपलाइन बिछाने के प्रयोजन के लिए उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन करने के अपने 
आशय की घोषणा की थी । 
और उक्त अधिसूचना की प्रतियाँ जनता को तारीख 09. 07 .2001 को उपलब्ध करा दी 
गई थी 

और सक्षम प्राधिकारी, ने उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा (1 ) के अधीन 
केन्द्रीय सरकार को अपनी रिपोर्ट दे दी है । 
और केन्द्रीय सरकार का उक्त रिपोर्ट पर विचार करने के पश्चात् यह समाधान हो 
गया है कि इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में उपयोग के 
अधिकार का अर्जन किया जाना चाहिए; 
अत: अब , केन्द्रीय सरकार उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा ( 1 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए यह घोषणा करती है कि इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न 
अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में उपयोग का अधिकार अर्जित किया जाता है ; 
और केन्द्रीय सरकार उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा ( 4) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए यह निदेश देती है कि उक्त भूमि में उपयोग का 
अधिकार इस घोषणा के प्रकाशन की तारीख से केन्द्रीय सरकार में निहित होने की 
बजाए सभी विल्लंगमों से मुक्त इंडियन ऑयल कॉर्पोरेशन लिमिटेड में निहित होगा । 
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अनुसूची 


तालूका : दरोज रामपुरा 


जिला : अहमदाबाद 


राज्य : गुजरात 

क्षेत्रफल 
| हेक्टर । एयर 


सर्वे सं . 


उप - खण्ड सं . 


वर्ग मीटर 


३ 


गाँव का नाम 

1 
अधार ( अशोकनगर) 


० 


97 


12 


बासका 


34 


71 


70 


भंकोहा 


259 


0 1248 

18 
0 14 41 
02752 
0 08 10 
0 1350 

06 


० 
० 
० 
० 
० 
० 
० 
० 
० 


261 
280 
209 
209 


हाभसर 


० 


फा . सं. आर. 25011/9 /2001 / ओ. आर. I ] 

एस . एस. केमवाल, अवर सचिव 


New Delhi, thc 10th June , 2002 


S. 0. 1956. - Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the 
Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas number S . O . 1410 dated the 
19th June, 2001 issued under sub section ( 1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of user in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1902). 
( hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central Government declared its 
intention to acquire the right of user in the lands specified in the schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the 
transportation of Crude Oil from Viramgam in the State of Gujarat to Panipai in 
the State of Haryana via Chaksu in the State of Rajasthan by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited for implementing the Auginentation of Viramgam - Chaksu , 
Chaksu - Panipat & Chaksu - Mathura sections of Salaya - Mathura Pipeline 
System Project . 


And whereas, copies of the said notification were made available to the public on 
09. 07. 2001 ; 


And whereas, the Competent Authority has under sub -section ( 1) of section 6 of 
the said Act submitted his report to the Central Government; 
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And whereas, the Central Government, after considering the said report is satisfied 
that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this 
Notification should be acquired ; 


Now , therefore , in exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section ( 1) of section 6 
of the said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the rights of user in 
the lands specified in the Schedule appended to this notification are hereby 
acquired ; 


And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section (4 ) of section 6 the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
land shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest from the datc of 
publication of this declaration , in the Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all 
encumbrances . 


SCHEDULE 


Taluka : DETROJ RAMPURA 


District : AHMEDABAD 


State : GUJARAT 


Area 


Name of the Village 


Survey no . 


Sub -Division no . 


Hectare 


Are 


Sq .mtr . 


1 


3 . 


AGHAR (ASHOK NAGAR ) 

BASKA 


70 


0 


18 


02 


BHANKODA 


259 


261 


0 


27 


52 


280 
209 


DABHASAR 


N 


209 


[F. No. R -25011/9/2001 OR -I.] 
S , S . KEMWAL , Under Secy. 
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नई दिल्ली, 10 जून, 2002 


का. आ. 1957 . - केंद्रीय सरकार ने पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाईपलाइन ( भूमि में 
उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम, 1962 ( 1962 का 50 ) (जिसे इसमें इसके 
पश्चात उक्त अधिनियम कहा गया है ) की धारा 3 की उपधारा (1 ) के अधीन जारी 
भारत सरकार के पेट्रोलियम और प्राकृतिक गैस मंत्रालय की अधिसूचना संख्या क . आ . 
1706 , तारीख 16 जुलाई , 2001 द्वारा सलाया मथुरा पाइपलाइन प्रणाली परियोजना के 
विरमगाम - चाकसू, चाकसू- पानीपत और चाकसू मथुरा सेक्शनो के संवर्धन के क्रियान्वयन 
के लिए इन्डियन ऑयल कॉर्पोरेशन लिमिटेड द्वारा गुजरात राज्य के विरमगाम से 
राजस्थान राज्य के चाकसू से होते हुए हरियाणा राज्य के पानीपत तक अपरिष्कृत तेल 
के परिवहन के लिए पाईपलाइन बिछाई जाने के प्रयोजन के लिए उस अधिसूचना से 
संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन करने के अपने 
आशय की घोषणा की थी ; 
और उक्त अधिसूचना की प्रतियाँ जनता को तारीख 27 जुलाई 2001 को उपलब्ध करा 
दी गई थी । 
और सक्षम प्राधिकारी ने उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा (1 ) के आधीन 
केन्द्रीय सरकार को अपनी रिपोर्ट दे दी है। 

और केन्द्रीय सरकार का उक्त रिपोर्ट पर विचार करने के पश्चात् यह समाधान हो 
जाने पर कि पाईपलाइन बिछाई जाने के लिए उक्त भूमि अपेक्षित है, उसमें उपयोग 
का अधिकार अर्जन करने का विनिश्चय किया है; 
अतः अब , केन्द्रीय सरकार उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा ( 1 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए घोषणा करती है कि इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची 
में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में पाईपलाइन बिछाने के लिए उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन किया 
जाता है। 
और केन्द्रीय सरकार उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उप - धारा ( 4 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए यह निर्देश देती है कि उक्त भूमि में उपयोग का 
अधिकार इस घोषणा के प्रकाशन की तारीख से केन्द्रीय सरकार में निहित होने की 
बजाए सभी विल्लंगमों से मुक्त इंडियन ऑयल कॉर्पोरेशन लिमिटेड में निहित होगा । 
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D 


अनुसूची 


तालूका : वडगाम 


जिला : बनासकांट 


राज्य : गुजरात 

क्षेत्रफल 
हेक्टर | एयर वर्ग मीटर 


गाँव का नाम 


सर्वे सं . 


उप - खण्ड सं . 


2 . 


तेनीवाठा 


178 
178 
178 
178 
177 


176 


175 


213 


172 
172 


2/ 4 
1 / 2 


172 


1 / 1 


172 
170 


1ब 


169 


168 


168 


165 


164 


166 
162 
161 


161 


155 
155 
155 


150 


149 


116 


115 
117 
117 


1पी 


5पी 
3पी 


119 
118 


2पी 


120 
121 
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4 


121 


122 


122 


122 


----०७० 


122 


130 


1 + 2 


+ 


. 


+ 


N 


275 


रजोसना 


275 
17 


-Naw-NSN-wN- 


4 


45 


60 


- 


43/ 1 + 44 / 1 + 44/ 2 

73 + 74 

75 


छपी 


164 


N-4 


164 


165 
167 
168 


2 


0 
0 


1209 
02 61 


255 
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3 


| 


| 


5 


| 


6 | 


| 2 
254 
247 


248 


249. 
249 


251 
242 
239 
275 


275 


275 


279 


279 


280 


281 
282 

283 
284/ 1 + 2 + 3 

289 


289 


4 
{ 
ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 


266 


286 
287 
287 
287 


似旧w1 
2 
25 
4 
31 
21 
2 
1 
2 
3 
& 
2 
1 
21 
31 
21 
2 
3 


308 


308 
309 
309 


310 
310 
311 
312 
312 
314 


314 


314 


oq3 : 


ܗܘܐ 
m 


15 , 2002e4g25 1924 
. 


frmm II - 4993( i ) ] 


567 


- 


1 


| _ 3 14 151 _ 6 


मजादर 


123 


123 


122 
128 


128 


127 


127 
127 


ܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܘܐ܀ 


127 


139 


140 


140 


141 


141 
141 


142 


142 


ܘܘܘܘ 


150 


143 


144 


ܘܘܘ 


ܘܘ 


146 
224 
227 
226 
226 
226 
226 
230 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘܘ 


235 


235 


ܘ 


ܘ 


235 
235 


ܘ 


234 


ܘܘ 


232 
232 


ܘ 


ܘ 


233 
233 
247 


ܘ 


2 


_ 0 


_ 01 


. 10 


1782 Gl/227 
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- - - 


-- 


-- - - - 


2 


287 


० 


282 


० 


० 


280 
280 


० 


280 


० 


० 


280 
279 
279 


० 


० 


० 


० 


278 
318 
318 
319 


० 


० 


322 


० 


० 


324 
324 


० 


328 


० 


० 


328 
329 


० 


० 


330 
331 
331 


० 


० 


342 


० 


० 


339 
340 
399 


० 


० 


शेरपुरा 


38 


० 


36 


० 


भरकावाडा 


० 


237 
238 


० 


फा . सं . आर. 25011/ 21/ 2001 / ओ. आर. I ] 

एस. एस. केमवाल, अवर सचिव 
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New Delhi,thc 10th June, 2002 


S. 0 . 1957, — .Whereas by notification of the Government of India in the Ministry 
of Petroleum and Natural Gas S . O . Number 1706 , dated the 16th July , 2001, issued 
under sub - section ( 1 ) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
( Acquisition of Right of User in Land ) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to 
as the said Act), the Central Government declared its intention to acquire the right of 
user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to that notification for the 
purpose of laying pipeline for transportation of crude oil from Viramgam in the State 
of Gujarat to Panipat in the State of Haryana via Chaksu in the State of Rajasthan by 
the Indian Oil Corporation Limited for implementing the " Augmentation of Viramgam 
Chaksu , Chaksu -Panipat and Chaksu -Mathura Sections of Salaya -Mathura Pipeline 
System Project". 
And whereas copies of the said notification were made available to the public on the 
27th July, 2001 ; 


And whereas the competent authority has, under sub section ( 1) of section 6 of the 
said Act. submitted report to the Central Government ; 


And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being 
satisfied that the said land is required for laying the pipeline , has decided to acquire 
the right of user therein ; 


Now , therefore , in exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section ( 1) of section 6 of 
the said Act , the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is hereby acquired for 
laying the pipeline. 


And , further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub - section (4 ) of section 6 of 
the said Act , the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
land shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest, on the date of 
publication of this declaration , in the Indian Oil Corporation , Limited , free from all 
encumbrances . 


5610 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JUNE 15, 2002 /JYAISTHA 25, 1924 


(PART II — Sec . 3 ( 1)] 


SCHEDULE 


Taluka : VADGAM 


District : BANASKANTHA 

State : GUJARAT 

Area 
Survey no. Sub -Division no . Hectare Are 


Name of the Village 


3 


4 


5 


Sq .mtr 

6 


TENIWADA 


178 
178 


178 


178 
177 


176 


175 
172 
172 
172 
172 
170 
169 
168 
168 
165 
164 
166 
162 
161 


oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 


161 
155 


155 


155 
150 
149 
116 
115 
117 
117 
: 19 
118 
120 
121 


2P 


2 
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Lum 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 | 


6 


121 


122 


130 


1 + 2 


+ 


+ 


| 


275 
275 
17 


RAJOSANA 


60 


43/ 1 + 44 / 1 + 44/ 2 

73 + 74 


75 


CHHAPI 


164 
164 
165 
167 


168 


255 
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- 


ܪ܂ 


_31_ 4 7 5 _67 


ܘ 


254 
247 


ܘ 


248 


ܘ 


249 


ܘ 


249 


ܘ 


251 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


1 / 2 


ܘ 


242 
239 
275 
275 
275 
279 
279 


13 


ܘ 


2 / 2 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


260 


281 


ܘ 


ܘ 


282 

283 
284 /1 + 2 + 3 


ܘ 


ܘ 


289 


ܘ 


289 


ܘ 


ܘ 


286 
286 
287 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


287 
287 
308 


ܘ 


ܘ 


308 


ܘ 


309 


ܘ 


309 


ܘ 


ܘ 


310 
܂ 


310 


ܘ 


ܘ 


ܘ 


311 
312 
312 
314 


ܘ 


ܘܘ 


314 


314 


_ 3 


_ 0 


_ 01 


_ 31 _ 
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ܘܗ 


MAJADAR 


123 


123 


122 


ܘܘܘ 


128 


128 


ܘܘ 


127 


ܘ 


127 


127 


ܘܘ 


127 
139 


ܘܘ 


140 
140 
141 


ܘܘ 


141 


ܘܘ 


141 


142 


ܘ 


142 


ܘܘ 


450 
143 
144 


NWNWNowNaAWNANAwowwNVOWASN+1w1 


ܘܘ 


146 


ܘܘܘ 


ܘ 


224 
227 
226 
228 
226 
226 


ܘܘܘ 


230 


ܘܘ 


ܘܘ 


235 
235 
235 
235 
234 
232 
232 


ܘܘ 


ܘܘܘ 


233 


233 
247 


ܘܘ 
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- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- - - 


287 
282 
280 
280 
280 


280 
279 
279 


278 
318 
318 
319 
322 
324 
324 
325 


10oooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 


328 


329 


330 


331 


331 
342 


339 


340 


399 


SHERPURA 


RA 


BHARKAWADA 


237 
238 


[F. No. R -25011/21/2001 OR -I.] 
S . S . KEMWAL, Under Secy . 
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5615 


- 


324 


पेट्रोलियम और प्राकृतिक गैस मंत्रालय 

नई दिल्ली, 13 मई, 2002 
का . आ . 1958 . - केन्द्रीय सरकार को लोकहित में यह 
आवश्यक प्रतीत होता है कि राजस्थान राज्य में जामनगर/ काण्डला 
लोनी ( आईओसीएल सांगानेर स्पर लाइन ) पाइपलाइन परियोजना के 
माध्यम से तरल पेट्रोलियम गैस के परिवहन के लिए गैस अर्थोरिटी 
ऑफ इण्डिया लिमिटेड द्वारा एक पाइपलाइन बिछाई जानी चाहिए; 

और केन्द्रीय सरकार को उक्त पाइपलाइन बिछाने के प्रयोजन के 
लिए यह आवश्यक प्रतीत होता है कि उस भूमि में , जिसमें पाइपलाइन 
बिछाए जाने का प्रस्ताव है और जो इस अधिसूचमा से संलग्न अनुसूची 
में वर्णित है, उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन किया जाए ; 

अतः, अब, केन्द्रीय सरकार , पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन 
( भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम, 1962 ( 1962 
का 50 ) की धारा 3 की उपधारा ( 1 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त शक्तियों का प्रयोग 
करते हुए, उस भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन करने के अपने 
आशय की घोषणा करती है ; 

कोई व्यक्ति , जो उक्त अनुसूची में वर्णित भूमि में हितबद्ध है , 
उस तारीख से जिसको उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 3 की उपधारा ( 1 ) 
के अधीन भारत के राजपत्र में यथा प्रकाशित इस अधिसूचना की प्रति 
साधारण जनता को उपलब्ध करा दी जाती है, इक्कीस दिन के भीतर, 
भूमि के नीचे पाइपलाइन बिछाए जाने के संबंध में , सक्षम प्राधिकारी , 
गैस अर्थारिटी ऑफ इंडिया लिमिटेड , बी - 21 ए, शिव मार्ग, बनी पार्क , 
जयपुर - 302016 ( राजस्थान ) को लिखित रूप में आक्षेप भेज सकेगा । 

अनुसूची 
जिला तहसील ग्राम खसरा 

उपयोग का 
अधिकार के लिए 

अर्जित भूमि 

( हैक्टेयर में ) 
1 2 3 
जयपुर सांगानेर फिरोजपुर उर्फ 261/458 0 . 0060 
इन्द्रपुरी 282/ 468 0 .0020 

0 . 0080 
शिकारपुरा 940/ 1188 10, 0150 

योग (0 .0150 
मुहाना 

2136 0 .0180 
1978 0. 0150 
1979 

0 . 0750 
1974 0 .0100 

0 . 1180 
बड़ी का बास 241 0 .0560 

242 0 . 560 
243 0 .0400 
244 0 . 0080 

0 . 0080 
0 . 0120 


बड़ी का बास 277 0 .0300 

291 0 . 1000 

0. 0080 
323 0 . 1280 
331 0. 0320 
426 (0 .0040 

योग 0. 4820 
भाखरोटा कलां 1167 0 .0540 

1167/ 2720 (0 .0280 

1148 0 .0020 

योग 0 . 0840 
[ फा , सं . एल - 14014/ 28 /02- जी. पी . ( भाग - I ) ] 

स्वामी सिंह, निदेशक 
MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 13th May, 2002 
S .O . 1958 . - Whcreas, it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in thc public interest that 
for the transportation of liquid petroleum gas through 
Jamnagar/Kandla - - Loni (IOCL Sanganer spur line ) 
pipeline project in the State of Rajasthan , a pipeline 
should be laid by the Gas Authority of India Limited : 

And whereas, it appears to the CentralGovernment 
that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under 
which the said pipeline is proposcd to be laid and which 
is described in the Schedule annexed to this notification ; 

Now , therefore , in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub - section ( 1) of section 3 of the Petroleuni and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of right of user in Land ) 
Act, 1962 ( 50 of 1962 ), the Central Government hereby 
deaclares its intention to acquire the righi of user thercin 

Any person in crested in the land describcd in the 
said Schedule inay, within twenty - onc days from the date 
on which the copies of this notification issued under 
sub - section ( 1 ) of scction 3 of the said Act, as publishsed 
in the Gazelic of India are made available to the general 
public, object in writing to the laying of the pipeline 
under the land to the Competent Authority , Gas 
Authority of India Limited , B - 21A , Shiv Marg . Bani 
Park , Jaipur - 302016 ( Rajasthan ). 

SCHEDULE 


योग 


Distt. 


Tehsil 


Village 


योग 


Survey Land to be 
No. Acquired 

for R. O . U . 
in hactares 


1 - 2 
Jaipur Sanganer 


Firozpur Urf 261/ 458 
Indrapuri 282 / 468 

Total 


(0. 0060 
(0. 0020 


229 


274 


00080 


1782- 8r) 0 2 - 8 
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1 


2 


Sikarpura 


0 .0150 


अनुसूची 
ग्राम सर्वे 


जिला . तहसील 


क्षेत्रफल 
हेक्टर में 


Muhana 


1 


2 


3 


4 


940 / 1188 

Total 
2136 
1978 
1979 
1974 
Total 
241 
242 
243 
244 


पाली 


सोजात केलवाद 


877 
852 
849 
843 


0. 0020 
0 . 0100 
0 .0800 
0. 0240 


Bari Ka was 


0 .0150 
0 . 0180 
( 0. 0150 
0 .0750 
0 .0100 
0. 1180 
(0.0560 

0 . 560 
0 . 0400 
0 . 0080 
0 . 0080 
0 . 0120 
0 . 0300 
0 . 1000 
(0. 008 ) 
0 .1280 
0. 0320 
0 .0040 


229 


274 
277 
291 
324 


323 


331 
426 


Total 0 .4820 
Bhakhrota 1167 0. 0540 
Kalan 1167/ 2720 (0. 0280 

1148 (0. 0020 
Total 

0 . 0840 
[ E. No. L - 14014/ 28 /02 - GP ( Part I)] 

SWAMI SINGH , Director 
नई दिल्ली, 3 जून , 2002 
का . आ . 1959. - केन्द्रीय सरकार को लोकहित में यह 
आवश्यक प्रतीत होता है कि राजस्थान राज्य में जामनगर/ काण्डला 
लोनी पाइपलाइन परियोजना के माध्यम से सरल पेट्रोलियम गैस के 
परिवहन के लिए गैस अथॉरिटी ऑफ इण्डिया लिमिटेड द्वारा एक 
पाइपलाइन बिछाई आनी चाहिए । 

और केन्द्रीय सरकार को उक्त पाइपलाइन बिछाने के प्रयोजन के 
लिए यह आवश्यक प्रतीत होता है कि उस भूमि में , जिसमें पाइपलाइन 
बिछाए जाने का प्रस्ताव है और जो इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची 
में वर्णित है , उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन किया जाए; । 

अतः, अब , केन्द्रीय सरकार, पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन 
( भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम, 1962 ( 1962 
का 50 ) की धारा 3 की उपधारा ( 1 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त शक्तियों का प्रयोग 
करते हुए, उस भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन करने के अपने 
आशय की घोषणा करती है । 

कोई व्यक्ति, जो उक्त अनुसूची में वर्णित भूमि में हितबद्ध है, उस 
तारीख से जिसको भारत के राजपत्र में यथा प्रकाशित इस अधिसूचना की 
प्रतियां साधारण जनता को उपलब्ध करा दी आती है, इक्कीस दिन के 
भीतर, भूमि के नीचे पाइपलाइन बिछाए जाने के संबंध में , सक्षम प्राधिकारी, 
गैस अरिटी ऑफ इंडिया लिमिटेड, बी - 21ए, शिव मार्ग, बनी पार्क , 
जयपुर -302016 ( राजस्थान ) को लिखित रूप में आक्षेप भेज सकेगा । 


कुल 0. 1160 
[ फा . सं . एल -14014/28/ 02 - जी . पी. ] 

स्वामी सिंह, निदेशक 
New Delhi, the 3rd June, 2002 
S . O . 1959. — Whereas, it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transportation of Liquid Petroleom Gas through 
Jamnagar/Kandla - Loni Pipe line project in the State of 
Rajasthan , a pipeline should be laid by the Gas Authority 
of India Limited ; 

And whereas, it appears to the CentralGovernment 
that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necesary to acquirc the right of user in the land under 
which the said pipelinç is proposed to be laid and which 
is described in the Schedule annexed to this notification ; 

Now , therefore , in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub -scction ( 1 ) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals pipelines (Acquisition of right of user in Land ) 

Act, 1962 ( 50 of 1962 ), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein ; 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty -one days from the date 
on which the copies of the notification as published in 
the Gazette of India are made available to the general 
public , object in writing to the acquisition of the right of 
uscr therein or laying of the pipeline under the land to 
the CompetentAuthority, Gas Authority of India Limited , 
B -21A , Shiv Marg, Bani Park , Jaipur -302016 (Rajasthan ). 

SCHEDULE 
Distt. Mandal Village Survey Area in 

No. Hactare 
1 2 3 

4 
Pali Sojat Kelwad 

877 0 . 0020 
852 0 .0100 
849 0. 0800 
843 0 .0240 


Total 0 . 1160 
[ File No. L - 14014/ 28/ 02 - G. P.] 

SWAMI SINGH, Director 
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5 
का . आ . 1960. - केन्द्रीय सरकार को लोकहित में यह 

18, सेल्लूर 164/11 0. 020 
आवश्यक प्रतीत होता है कि पांडिचेरी प्रदेश राज्य में एस एफ सी एल 

164 / 16 0. 020 
से आर सीएल गैस पाइपलाइन परियोजना तक प्राकृतिक गैस के परिवहन 
के लिए गैस अर्थोरिटी ऑफ इण्डिया लिमिटेड द्वारा एक पाइपलाइन 

164 /17 0. 005 जी . पी . 
बिछाई जानी चाहिए । 

163/ 1 (0. 010 जी . पी . 
और केन्द्रीय सरकार को उक्त पाइपलाइन बिछाने के प्रयोजन के 

163/ 2 0.0115 
लिए यह आवश्यक प्रतीत होता है कि उस भूमि में , जिसमें पाइपलाइन 

162/ 3 (0. 055 
बिछाए जाने का प्रस्ताव है जो इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में 

0 . 115 
वर्णित है , उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन किया जाए ; 

कुल 1. 270 
___ अत:, अब, केन्द्रीय सरकार , पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन 

[ फा . सं. एल. 14014/ 25/ 02 - जी . पी. ] 
( भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम, 1962 ( 1962 

स्वामी सिंह , निदेशक 
का 50 ) की धारा ३ की उपधारा ( 1 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त शक्तियों का प्रयोग 

New Delhi, the 3rd June, 2002 
करते हुए, उस भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन करने के अपने 

S . O . 1960. - Whereas , it appears to the Central 
आशय की घोषणा करती है । 

Government that it is necessary in thc public interest that 
कोई व्यक्ति, जो उक्त अनुसूची में वर्णित भूमि में हितबद्ध है , 

for the transportation of natural gas through SFCL to 
उस तारीख से जिसको उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 3 की उपधारा( 1) के 

Regency Ceramics Limited (RCL ) gas pipeline in the 

State of Pondicherry, a pipeline should be laid by the 
अधीन भारत के राजपत्र में यथा प्रकाशित इस अधिसूचना की प्रति 

Gas Authority of India Limited ; 
साधारण जनता को उपलब्ध करा दी जाती है , इक्कीस दिन के भीतर , 

And whereas, it appears to thc CentralGovernment 
भूमि के नीचे पाइपलाइन बिछाए जाने के संबंध में , सक्षम प्राधिकारी , 

that for the purpose of laying the said pipelinc , it is 
गैस अर्थारिटी ऑफ इंडिया लिमिटेड, 1842, साउथ स्ट्रीट, नागापट्टिनम necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under 
611011 ( तमिलनाडु ) को लिखित रूप में आक्षेप भेज सकेगा । which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which 
अनुसूची 

is described in the Schedule annexed to the notification ; 

Now , therefore , in exercise of the powers conferred 
जिला मंडल 

क्षेत्रफल by Sub -section ( 1 ) of Section 3 of the Pctrolcum and 
( हेक्टर में ) Minerals Pipelincs (Acquisition of right of User in Land ) 

Act, 1962 ( 5() of 1962 ), the Central Government hercby 
1 2 3 4 

5 

declarcs its intention to acquire the right of user thercin , 
पांडिचेरी करैकल 20, पेटई 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
0. 040 जी . पी . 

said Schedule may , within twenty -one days from the date 
0. 055 

on which the copies of this notification issued under 
कुल (0 .095 

sub -section ( 1 ) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published 

in thc Gazette of India are made available to the gencral 
18, सेल्लूर 59/ 1 0. 040 जी . पी . 

public , object in writing to the laying of the pipeline 
59 / 2 0 .030 

under the land to the Competent Authority, Gas 
(0. 005 
59 / 3 

Authority of India Limited , 1842 , South Street, 

Nagapattinam -611011 ( Tamilnadu ). 
169 / 1 (0. 050 जी . पी . 

SCHEDULE 
169 / 2 (0. 045 

Distt. Tehsil Village Survey Area in 
168/ 4 ए 0.170 

No Hactores 
168/ 4 बी 0. 060 

1 

2 3 

4 
168/ 4 सी () (070 

Pondicherry Karaikal 20 , Pettai 1 0.010 G .P 
167 / 10 (0. 130 

4 / 

2 0055 
167/ 11 ( 0. 050 

Total (0. 095 
165 / 1 (0.145 

18. Sellur 59/ 

1 0 . 040 G. P 
164 / 5 (0. 055 

59 / 

2 0030 
164 / 10 0.080 

59/ 3 ).005 


ग्राम 


सर्वे 


4/ 2 


- 


- 


- 


- 
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12 

RSellur 


अनुसूची 


जिला 


तहसील ग्राम 


प्राम 


सर्वे नं ./ उ, का . अ. के 
ब्लोक मं . लिए अर्जित की 

जाने वाली भूमि 
( हैक्टेयर में ) 


2 


३ 


5 


सूरत 


चोर्यासी 


1: भाटपोर 


498 
503 


0 -07 - 50 
() -39 -20 


502 


0 -01- 73 


169/ 

1 0 . 050 G. P 
169/ 

2 0 .045 
168 / 4 A 0.170 
168/ 4 B 0. 060 
168 / 4 C 0. 070 
167/ 100 . 130 
167/ 11 (0.050 
165/ 1 0 . 145 
164/ 5 0. 055 
164/10 0. 080 
164 /110 .020 
164 /16 

(0. 020 
164 /17 0 . 005G. P 
163/ 

1 0 . 010G. P 
163 /2 0.0115 
162 / 3 0 . 055 
162 / 

4 0 . 115 
Total 1.270 


584 


रीवर 


532 


0 -59- 40 
(0-97 -68 
0- 02- 88 
0 -04- 03 
0-04- 03 
0 - 11 - 52 


531 


530 


529 


रीवर - खाडी 


02 -59- 70 


473 


0 - 02 - 38 
0 -03 -56 


470 


[ F. No . L -14014/ 25/ 02- G. P] 

SWAMI SINGH , Director 


0 - 42 - 77 


439 
438 
435 


0 -20 -20 
0 - 35 - 71 
02- 48 - 51 


रीवर 


08 - 30 - 80 


सूरत 


चोर्यासी 


2 : वेसु 


280 


0 - 45 - 00 


278 


0 -38 02 


277 


274 


272 


नई दिल्ली, 3 जून, 2002 
का . आ . 1961. -- केन्द्रीय सरकार को लोकहित में यह आवश्यक 
प्रतीत होता है कि गुजरात राज्य में हजीरा - उरान पाइपलाइन परियोजना के 
माध्यम से प्राकृतिक गैस के परिवहन के लिए गैस अथॉरिटी ऑफ इण्डिया 
लिमिटेड द्वारा एक पाइपलाइन बिछाई जानी चाहिए । 

और केन्द्रीय सरकार को उक्त पाइपलाइन बिछाने के प्रयोजन के लिए 
यह आवश्यक प्रतीत होता है कि उस भूमि में , जिसमें पाइपलाइन बिछाए 
जाने का प्रस्ताव है जो इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में वर्धित है, 
उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन किया जाए ; 

अतः, अब, केन्द्रीय सरकार, पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन ( भूमि 
में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जम ) अधिनियम, 1962 ( 1962 का 50 ) की 
धारा ३ की उपधारा ( 1 ) द्वारा प्रदस शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए, उस भूमि में 
उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जम करने के अपने आशय की घोषणा करती है; 

___ कोई व्यक्ति, जो उक्त अनुसूची में वर्णित भूमि में हितबद्ध है, उस 
तारीख से जिसको उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 3 की उपधारा ( 1 ) के अधीन 
राजपत्र में यथा प्रकाशित इस अधिसूचना की प्रति साधारण जनता को 
उपलब्ध करा दी जाती है, इक्कीस दिन के भीतर, भूमि के मीधेपाइपलाइन 
बिछाए जाने के संबंध में , सक्षम प्राधिकारी, गैस अथॉरिटी ऑफ इंडिया 
लिमिटेड, दर्पण बिल्डिंग, प्रथम तल , आर. सी . दत्त रोड़ अलकापुरी, वडोदरा 
390005 ( गुजरात ) को लिखित रूप में आक्षेप भेज सकेगा । 


273 


0 - 37 - 50 
0 -03- 75 
0 - 16 - 50 
0 -36 - 00 
0 -02 - 77 
0-44 -50 
0 - 06 - 75 


264 


262 


0 - 45 - 30 


255 


0 - 40- 41 


254 


0 - 06 - 00 


कुल 


3 - 22 - 50 
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- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


सूरत 


चोर्यासी 


सरत 


3: आभवा 385/1 

385 / 2 

रोड 
389 
रोड 


0 - 28 - 51 
0 - 04 - 75 
0 - 04 - 75 


रोड 


389 


127 


393 


392 
401 
402 


400 


399 


193 


कुल 


4 : सरसाणा 


225 


223 


237 


188 


238 
236 


187 


235 


0 -07- 13 
0 -04- 75 
0- 33- 26 
0 - 15 - 44 
0 - 16 - 63 
0 - 15 - 44 
0 -14- 25 
0 - 26 - 13 
0 - 68- 90 
02 - 39- 94 
0 - 34 - 45 
0 - 34 - 45 
0 - 14- 25 
0 - 09 - 50 
0 - 48 - 96 
0 - 16 - 13 
0 -07-68 
0 -53 - 38 
0 -05 - 76 
0 -04- 61 
0 -01 - 92 
0 -28- 99 
0 - 03 - 46 
0 - 05 - 38 
0 - 28 -80 
0 - 25 - 65 
0 - 43 -96 
0 -15 - 08 
0 - 22- 57 
(0 - 08 -07 
0 - 26 - 88 


234 


157 


चोर्यासी 4 : सरसाणा रोड 0-04-63 

146 

0 -04 - 60 

0 -04- 60 
146 

0 -37 - 28 
125 

0 - 06 - 91 

0 - 79- 15 
125 0 -46 - 39 
सरकारी लेन्ड 0 -10- 69 

06 - 71 -03 
5 : भिमराड 201 

0 -57 - 60 
194 

0 -05- 76 

0 -02 -30 
190 

0 -13-82 
189 0 - 04 - 03 
191 0 -05-76 

0 - 17 - 28 
186 

0 - 02 - 88 

0 -03- 46 
156 

0 -04- 61 

0 - 13 - 82 
158 0 - 09 - 22 
159 0 -06 -91 

कुल 01-47 -45 
6 : सोनतलाप सोनतलाप 02- 29- 39 

02 - 29 - 39 
7 : जिआव वी . बी . 

सोमतलाव 01- 39 - 39 
290 

0 - 12 -00 
291 0 - 07 - 50 
290 0 - 19 - 50 

289 0 - 10 - 50 
244/ अ 02- 31 - 26 
244 / सी (0 -07- 50 
244 / बी 0 - 70 - 50 
कारट्रेक 0 - 06 -00 
244 / अ 0 -12- 00 
218 (0 - 10- 50 

0 - 48 - 00 
0 - 30 - 00 
10 - 03 - 75 


233 


257 


256 
258 


17 


कुल 


4 : सरसाणा 


119 
120 
114 
121 


0 -04- 99 
0 - 11 - 04 
0 -01-54 
0 - 06 -19 
(0 -05- 19 
0 - 05 - 18 


219 


42 


122 
123 


49 
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5 


सूरत 


चोर्यासी १ : गमेणी 


188 


189 


चोर्यासी 7 :जिआव 225 

213 
227 
212 


0 - 17- 28 
0 - 11 - 52 
0 -29 - 95 


16 


सरकारी 


230 


जमीन 


11 


231 
232 


रोड 


453 


8 : बुडिया 


कुल 
142 
143 
144 
रोड 


0 -38- 50 
0 -60 -00 
0 -01 -50 
0 - 25 - 50 
0 - 79- 72 
0 - 11 -25 
0 - 28 -50 
07 -04- 98 
0 -10 -69 
0 - 16 - 94 
0 - 02 -07 
0 - 05- 94 
0 - 01 - 78 
0 - 10 - 10 
0 - 1307 
0 -08- 32 
(0 - 11 - 88 
0 -21 -38 
0 - 20 - 20 
0 - 07 - 22 
(0 - 20 - 79 
0 - 26 -32 
0 - 31 - 84 


436 
ड्रेइन 
452 

440 
कारट्रेक 


(0 -18- 43 
(0- 32 - 26 
9 -05 - 76 
(0 - 25-34 
0 - 23 - 04 
(0 - 04 - 61 
() - 13 -82 
0 - 26 - 50 
0 - 04 - 61 
0 -02- 88 
0 - 30 - 72 
0 - 12 -67 
0 -50 - 69 
05 - 67 - 74 


449 


196 
194 
195 
389 


441 
442 


188 


443 


187 
179 


कुल 
10 : तलंगपुर 194 

196 


0 - 16 -63 


178 


197 


177 
168 
खाडी 


198 


रोड 


कुल 


02- 10 - 04 


0 - 09 - 25 


9 : गमेणी खाडी 

सरकारी 
जमीन: 
रोजर्व 
फोरेस्ट 


0 - 24 - 77 
0 -48 -00 
(0- 43 - 50 
0 - 27 -00 
(0-21 - 00 
(0- 31 - 50 
0 - 01 - 00 


204 
205 
217 
218 
219 
खाड़ी 
220 
221 
222 
224 
232 
228 
231 
233 
234 
235 


0 -16 - 63 
(0 - 03 - 00 
() - 11 - 88 
(0 - 07 -13 
0 - 23 - 76 
()-03- 96 
(0 - 04- 75 
() - 29 - 70 
(0 - 17 - 82 
0 -08- 32 
()- 17- 82 
0 -20 - 20 
0 -08 - 32 
(0 - 52 - 27 
(0 - 21 - 38 
(0- 03 - 56 
() - 09 - 50 
0- 20- 20 
0 -09 -50 
(0 - 04- 16 
(0 - 06- 00 


0 - 20 - 74 


(0 - 34 - 56 
(0- 05 -76 
(0 -19 -58 


236 
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1 


- 


सूरत 


चोर्यासी 


10 : तलंगपुर 237 


सूरत 


चोर्यासी 


11 : उबेर 


408 
387 


238 


386 


239 
240 
242 
252 
253 


385 
374 
377 
370 


254 


251 


255 
256 
257 


252 
250 


234 


303 


302 
300 
301 
298 
310 


297 


327 
325 


0 - 05 - 25 
0 -04 - 00 
0-01 -50 
0 - 03 - 00 
0 - 12- 00 
0 - 09 - 00 
0 -04- 50 
0 - 13 -50 
0 -00 - 59 
0 -04 - 16 
0 - 01 - 78 
0 -02 - 38 
0 - 06 - 93 
0 -04- 75 
0 -04- 75 
0 - 23 - 76 
(0 -16- 63 
0 - 16 - 63 
0 -00 -79 
0 -07- 92 
0 - 20 - 20 
0 -08- 32 
0 -01 - 54 
(0 - 32 - 08 
(04- 34 - 71 
0 -19- 10 
0 - 10 -69 
0 -07 -13 
0 - 38 - 02 
0 -07- 72 
0 -27 -32 
0 -02 -97 
0 - 04 - 75 
0 - 23 - 76 
0 - 12 - 77 
0 - 41 - 28 
0 -20- 20 
0 -11- 09 
0 -07 - 13 
0 - 05 - 94 


254 
255 
253 
256 
307 
306 


324 


0 - 26 - 14 
0 -14-26 
0 -33- 26 
0 - 38- 02 
0 -01 - 19 
0 -00- 99 
0 - 49 - 90 
0 - 08 -32 
0-27- 32 
0- 30 - 89 
0 - 36 - 83 
0 - 01 - 78 
0 - 01 - 78 
0 -05 - 94 
0 - 08 - 32 
0 -98- 60 
0 - 26 -14 
0 - 26 -14 
0 -05 -94 
0 -47 - 52 
0 -05 -94 
0 - 16 - 63 
0 -02 - 91 
0 -03 -05 
0 -02- 92 
0 - 14 - 26 
0 -02- 86 
0 - 21 - 38 
0 - 05 -94 
0 -08- 32 
0 - 73 - 66 
08- 92 - 93 
01 - 30 - 50 
0 -52 - 50 
0- 4500 
(0 -02 - 00 
10 -02- 80 
0- 63 - 30 
(0 - 05- 10 
0 -55 -50 


320 
319 


291 


317 


305 


कुल 


292 


11 : उबेर 


505 
506 
533 


287 
286 
273 
272 


534 
535 


271 


519 


कुल 


56 : मगडल्ला 


तापी - रीवर 


463 
464 
400 
401 
402 
403 
405 


30 


393 
407 


406 
रोड 


0 -05 -94 
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- 


L 


— 


. 


FT 


1 


2 


3 


56 : 411561— ( Rt ) 


Surat 


40 
41 


0 -66 -00 
0 -27 -00 
0 - 48 -00 


Choryasi ( 1) Bhatpor - 473 
Contd . 470 

439 


0 -02 - 38 
0 -03 - 56 
0 -42 - 77 
0 - 20 - 20 
0 - 35 -71 
02 -48 - 51 


कुल 


438 


435 


River 
Total 


08 - 30 -80 


2 : Vesu 


280 


278 
277 


274 


272 

273 
Drain 

265 
264 


0 -45 -00 
0 -38-02 
0 - 37 -50 
0 - 03 -75 
0 -16 -50 
0 - 36 -00 
0 -02 - 77 
0 -44 -50 
0 -06 -75 
0 -45 - 30 
0 -40 -41 
0 -06 -00 
03 -22 - 50 


262 


255 


254 


Total 


04 -35 - 20 
( 49. . WM .- 14014 /24 /01 - 31. 41. ] 

स्वामी सिंह, निदेशक 
New Delhi, the 3rd June, 2002 
S . O . 1961. — Whereas, it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transportation of natural gas through Hazira 
Uran pipeline project in Gujarat State, a pipeline should 
be laid by the Gas Authority of India Limited ; 

And whercas, it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under 
which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which 
is described in the Schcdule annexed to this notification ; 

Now , therefore, in cxcrcisc of the powers conferred 
by sub -section ( 1 ) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Mincrals Pipelincs (Acquisiſion of Right of User in Land ) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein . 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty -onc days from the date 
on which the copics of this notification issued under 
sub -section ( 1) of section 3 of the said Act, as published 
in thc Gazette of India are made available to the general 
public, objcct in writing to the laying of the pipeline 
under the land to the Competent Authority, Gas 
Authority of India Limited. Darpan Building, Ist floor, 
R . C . Dutt Road, Alkapuri, Vadodara -390 005 (Gujarat). 

SCHEDULE 
Distt. Tehsil Village Survey Land to be 

No./ acquired for 
Block R .O .U . in 
No. Hectares 

4 · 5 
Surat Choryasi ( 1) Bhatpor 498 

0 -07- 50 
503 ( - 39 - 20 
502 0 -01- 73 

504 ( -59- 40 
River 0 -97-68 

532 ()-02 -88 
531 0 -04 - 03 
530 

0 -04 -03 

()- 11- 52 
River -Khadi 02 -59- 70 


3 : Abhwa 385 / 1 

385/2 
Road 

389 
Road 


389 


393 


0 -28 -51 
0 -04 - 75 
0 -04 - 75 
0 -07 - 13 
0 -04 - 75 
0 - 33 - 26 
( -15 -44 
0 - 16 -63 
0 - 15 -44 
0 - 14 - 25 
0 - 26 - 13 
0 -68 - 90 
02 - 39 -94 


392 
401 


402 


400 
399 


Total 


4 : Sarsana 225 

223 


237 
238 


0 - 34 -45 
0 - 34 -45 
0 - 14 - 25 
0 -09 - 50 
0 -48 - 96 
() - 16 -13 
0 -07-68 


236 


529 


235 


234 
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Surat 


Choryasi 4 : Sarsana 


Surat 


233 
257 


Choryasi (5) Bhimrad 157 

158 


0 - 13 - 82 
0 -09 - 22 
0 -06 -91 
01- 47 -45 


256 


199 


Total 


0 -53 - 38 
0 -05- 76 
0 -04 -61 
0 -01-92 
0 -28 - 99 
0 -03 - 46 
0 -05 - 38 
0 - 28 -80 
0 - 25 -65 
0 -43 -96 
0 - 15 -08 


(6 ) Sonatalav Sontalav 

Total 
(7 ) JiyavVB Sonatalav 


02 - 29 - 39 
02- 29 -39 


290 
291 
290 


0 - 22 -57 


289 


120 


244 - A 
244 / C 

244 /B 
Cart-track 
244 - A 

218 
219 


114 


42 


01-39 - 39 
0 - 12 -00 
0 -07-50 
0 - 19 - 50 
0 - 10 -50 
02 - 31 - 26 
0 -07 - 50 
0 -70 - 50 
0 -06 -00 
0 - 12 -00 
0 -01 -50 
0 -48 - 00 
0 - 30 - 00 
0 -03-75 
0 -38 -50 
0 -60 -00 
0 -01 -50 
0 -25 - 50 
0 - 79 - 72 
0 - 11 -25 
0 -28 -50 
07 - 04 -98 
0 - 10 -69 


121 
122 

123 
Road 

146 
Road 
146 
125 
127 

125 
Govt. Land 

Total 
(5) Bhimrad 201 

194 


49 


0 -08 - 07 
0 -26 - 88 
0 -04 -99 
0 - 11 -04 
0 -01- 54 
0 -06 -91 
0 -05 -91 
0 -05 - 18 
0 -04 -63 
0 -04 -60 
0 -04 -60 
0 - 37 - 28 
0 - 06 - 91 
0 - 79 - 15 
0 -48 -39 
0 - 10 -69 
06 -71-03 


225 
213 
227 
212 
230 
231 
232 
Total 
142 
143 

144 
Road 


( 8 ) Budiya 


0 -57 -60 


0 - 16 - 94 


0 -05 - 76 


193 


0 -02 -30 
0 - 13 - 82 


190 
189 


196 


0 -04 -03 


194 


191 


0 -05- 76 


0 -02 -07 
0 -05 -94 
0 -01-78 
0 - 10 - 10 
0 - 13 -07 
()-08 - 32 
0 - 11 - 88 
0 -21-38 
0 - 20 - 20 


188 


0 - 17 - 28 
0 -02 - 88 


195 
389 
188 
187 
179 


186 


187 


0 -03 - 46 


156 


0 -04 -61 


1782 G1/2002 - 9 
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TER 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Surat 


0 -07- 22 


0 - 20 -79 


0 - 26 - 32 
0 -31- 84 
02 - 10 - 04 


Choryasi (8 )Budiya 178 

177 

168 
Khadi 

Total 
Gabheni Khadi 

Govt. 

Land 
Reserve 
Forest 


0 -09 -25 


Surat Choryasi (10 ) Talangpur 198 

Road 

204 
205 
217 
218 

219 
Khadi 

220 
221 
222 
224 
232 
228 
231 
233 


0 - 24 -77 
0 -48 -00 
0 -43-50 
()-27-00 
0 - 21 - 00 
0 -31- 50 
0 -01 -00 
0 -20 -74 
0 -34 -56 
0 -05 - 76 
0 - 19 -58 
0 -17 - 28 
0 - 11 - 52 
0 - 29 - 95 


31 


234 
235 
236 


Road 
187 
188 
189 


0 - 11 - 88 
0 - 07 - 13 
0 -23 - 76 
0 -03 -96 
0 -04 -75 
0 - 29 -70 
0 - 17 -82 
0 - 08 - 32 
0 - 17 -82 
0 -20 -20 
0 -08 - 32 
0 -52 - 27 
0 -21- 38 
0 -03- 56 
0 -09 -50 
0 - 20 -20 
0 -09 - 50 
0 -04 - 16 
0 -06 -00 
0 -05 - 25 
0 -04 -00 
0 - 01 - 50 
0 -03 -00 
( - 12 - 00 
0 -09 -00 
0 - 04 -50 
0 - 13 - 50 
0 -00 -59 
0 -04 - 16 
0 -01-78 
0 -02- 38 
0 -06 -93 
0 -04 -75 
0 -04 - 75 
() -23- 76 
0 - 16 -63 
0 - 16 -63 
0 -00 -79 
0 - 07 - 92 
0 -20 - 20 
0 -08 -32 


16 


237 
238 
239 
240 
242 
252 
253 
254 
255 
256 


Govt. 
Land 

11 


Road 


453 


436 


Drain 


257 


452 


0 - 18 -43 
0 -32 - 26 
0 -05- 76 
0 - 25 - 34 
0 - 23 - 04 
0 - 04 -61 
0 - 13 - 82 
0 - 26 - 50 
0 - 04 -61 
0 -02- 88 
0 - 30 - 72 
0 - 12 -67 
0 - 50 -69 
05-67- 74 


440 


303 
302 
300 


Cart track 

449 
441 
442 


301 


298 


310 


297 
327 


443 

Total 
( 10 ) Talangpur 194 

196 
197 


325 


0 - 16 -63 
0 - 16 -63 
0 -03 -00 


32 + 


320 
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2 


3 


Surat Choryosi (10 ) Talangpur 319 

317 


Surat Choryosi ( 11 )Kuber 


4 
291 
305 


Total 


292 


11 : Uber 


505 
506 
533 
534 
535 
463 


287 
286 
273 
272 
271 
519 


10 -02 - 91 
0 -03- 05 
10 -02- 92 
0 - 14 - 26 
0 -02 - 86 
0 - 21- 38 
0 - 05 - 94 
(0 - 08 - 32 
(0 - 73 - 66 
08 -92 -93 


464 


Total 


400 


56 : Mangdalla 


Tapi 
River 


402 


403 
405 
393 
407 

406 
Road 
408 


0 - 01 - 54 

0 -32 - 08 
(04- 34 - 71 
0 - 19 -10 
0 - 10 - 69 
0 - 07 - 13 
0-38 -02 
0 - 07 - 72 
0 -27-32 
(0 -02 -97 
0 -04- 75 
()- 23 - 76 
0 - 12 - 77 
0 - 41 - 28 
(0 - 20 - 20 
0 - 11 - 09 
0- 07 -13 
0 -05- 94 
0 - 05- 94 
0 - 26 -14 
0 - 14 - 26 
(0 - 33 - 26 
0 -38 - 02 
0 - 01 - 19 
(0 - 00 - 99 
0 -49-90 
0- 08 -32 
()- 27 - 32 
0 - 30 -89 
(0 - 36 -83 
(0 -01 - 78 
0 -01 - 78 
10 -05 -94 
(0- 08 -32 
0 - 98- 60 
(0 -26-14 
0-26 -14 
()- 05- 94 
() -47 - 52 
0 - 05 - 94 
0 - 16 -63 


01 -30 - 50 

0 -52 -50 
(0 - 45 - 00 
0 - 02 - 00 
(0 - 02 - 80 
0 - 63- 30 
0 -05- 10 
() -55 - 50 
(0 -66- 00 
() -27- 00 
(0 -48- 00 
04 - 35 - 20 


387 


386 
385 
374 


Total 


377 


[ F. No. L -14014/ 24/ 01 - G. P.] 


370 
251 
252 
250 
234 


235 
233 


___ SWAMI SINGH, Director 

नई दिल्ली, 3 जून, 2002 
का . आ . 1962. - केन्द्रीय सरकार को लोकहित में यह 
आवश्यक प्रतीत होता है कि गुजरात राज्य में हमीरा - उरान 
पाइपलाइन परियोजना के माध्यम से प्राकृतिक गैस के परिवहन लिए 
गैस अर्थोरिटी ऑफ इण्डिया लिमिटेड द्वारा एक पाइपलाइन बिछाई 
जानी चाहिए । 

और केन्द्रीय सरकार को उक्त पाइपलाइन बिछाने के प्रयोजन 
के लिए यह आवश्यक प्रतीत होता है कि उस भूमि में , जिसमें 
पाइपलाइन बिछाए जाने का प्रस्ताव है और जो इस अधिसूचना से 
संलग्न अनुसूची में वर्णित है , उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन किया 


231 


232 


जाए ; 


253 


____ अतः अब , केन्द्रीय सरकार, पेट्रोलियम और खनिज 
पाइपलाइन ( भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम , 
1962 ( 1962 का 50 ) की धारा 3 की उपधारा ( 1 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त 
शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए, उस भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का 
अर्जन करने के अपने आशय की घोषणा करती है ; 


307 
306 


- - 


- 


218 


212 
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कोई व्यक्ति , जो सत असूशी । पर्णित भूमि में हितबद्ध है , 

23 

5 
उस तारीख से जिसको जमा आधनियम की धारा 3 की उपधारा ( 1 ) 

नसवारी जलालपोर 13 : डालकी 26 

0 -02 - 69 
के अधीन राजपत्र में यथा प्रकाशित इस अधिसूचना की प्रति साधारण 

0 - 05 -38 
जनता को उपलब्ध करा दी जाती है, इक्कीस दिन के भीतर, भूमि के 

0 -14- 97 
नीचे पाइपलाइन बिछाए जाने के संबंध में , सक्षम प्राधिकारी, गैस 

0 - 31 -10 

0 -31 - 10 
अथॉरिटी ऑफ इयंडिया लिमिटेड, दर्पण बिल्डिग , प्रथम तल , आर. सी . 

खाडी 0 - 16 -60 
दस रोड, अल्कापूरी , वडोदरा - 390005 ( गुजरात ) को लिखित रूप 

43 

0 -04 - 61 
में आक्षेप भेज सकेगा। 

0 -29 - 95 
अनुसूची 

0 - 05 - 76 

0 - 07 - 49 
जिला तहसील ग्राम सर्वे : सं ./ उ. का . अ. के 

0 - 03 - 84 
ब्लॉक सं . लिए अर्जित 

0 - 21- 89 
की जाने 

0 - 20 - 74 
वाली भुमि 

0 -09- 22 

0 -09- 79 
( हैक्टेयर में ) 

0 - 21- 31 
234 

0 - 24 - 77 
नवसारी जलालपोर 12 : नडोद 232 0 -- 07 - 80 

0 -08 -07 
235 (0 - 39 -17 

कुल 04- 01 - 60 
236 0 - 10 - 37 

14 : अरसाण 172 

0 - 30 - 52 
0 - 39 -17 

171 

0 - 25 - 35 
216 0 - 23-04 

168 

0 - 07 - 48 
214 0 -31 -10 

रोड 

0 -06- 90 
0 - 34 - 56 

159 

0 - 11 - 30 
रोड 0 -02 - 30 

कुल 

0 -81 - 55 
196 0 -06 - 91 

15 : सीमलगाम 126 0 - 46 - 08 
197 0 - 27- 65 

0 - 48 - 38 
198 0 - 11 - 52 

132 

0 -68- 31 
163 

0 - 00 - 86 
204 / पैकी 0 - 17- 28 

0 - 35- 71 
खाडी (0 -16 - 13 

खाडी 0 -09-22 
203 (0 - 06- 91 

331 

0 -13- 82 
202 0- 63- 36 

332 

0 -06 - 91 
0 - 11 -52 

333 

0 - 17- 28 
132 0 - 40 - 32 

खाडी 0 - 06 -95 
134 0 - 22 -40 

0 -27 -65 
135 0 - 08 - 06 

334 

0 - 00 - 52 

0 - 28 -80 
0 -05- 76 

325 

0 -10 - 37 
109 0 - 11 - 52 

324 

0 -16 -13 
केलाल 0 - 17 - 28 

0 - 16 - 13 
110 0 -03 - 45 

244 

0 -12-48 
111 (0 - 57 -60 

243 

0 - 00 - 36 
112 0 - 29 - 95 

245 

0 - 05- 76 
116 0 - 34 - 56 

237 

0 -28 - 80 
117 0 -32 - 26 

247 

0 -63-49 
237 0 -08 - 06 

258 

0 - 26 -53 

0 - 11 - 52 
कुल 06 - 20 - 01 

0 - 19 - 01 
13: डालकी 20 0 - 25 - 34 

0 - 21 - 31 
251 

0 -05 - 76 
0 - 05 - 76 

252 

(0 - 15 - 92 
0 -63- 36 
0 -36 - 86 

कुल 05 - 64- 05 


131 


162 


131 


336 


रोड 


335 


257 


250 
254 
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4 


5 


1 
नवसारी 


2 3 
जलालपोर 16 : अलुरा 


106 


132 
133 


103 

0 -08 - 23 
102 

0 -14- 37 
104 

0 - 11 - 98 
107 

0 -05 - 50 

0 - 23 - 65 
108 

0 -02-07 
109 

0 -01 -88 
110 

0 -00 - 31 
111 

0 -09- 25 
115 

0 -43 - 10 
116 

0 - 00 - 68 
130 

0 - 19 - 58 
0 -02 - 76 

(0 - 11 - 52 
134 

0 - 15 - 67 
रोड 

(0 -08- 06 

(0 - 01 - 08 
138 

(0- 30 - 02 
150 

0 -27- 65 
सरकारी जमीन 04 -60 -80 
कुल 

- 06 -98 -16 
रीवर 02 - 45 - 92 
616 

(0 -41- 89 
617 

0 - 19 -01 

(0 - 11 - 88 
620 

(0 -10 - 69 

(0 -51 - 08 
कुल 06 - 80 - 37 


139 


17 : बोदाली 


618 


1 2 3 4 
नसवारी जलालपोर 18 : जलालपोर 81/ 1- 2 

81 / 2 - 3 0 -38 -02 
82/1 , 2, 3, 

4, 5, 6 , 

7. 8 
82 / 6 - अ 0 -26 - 50 
79/ 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 
79/ X1 - 1 - 1 - 2 
79 / 1 / 1 / 2 
79 / XI/ 1 / 3 
79 / 1 / 1 / 4 
79 / 1/ 1 / 4 
79 / 1 / 2 
79/ 2 , 3, 

4 0 - 04 - 03 
78 / 1 , 2 , 3, 4 
5 , 6 , 

7 0 - 48- 38 
77 /1 , 2 , 3, 4 

5, 6 , 7, 8 0 -35- 71 
डेम 

0 - 04- 61 
468/ 1 - 1 
468/ 1 - 2 
468/ 2 0 - 21 - 89 
466/ 1 - 1 
466/ 1 - 2 
466/ 2 0 - 26 - 50 
465 

0 - 15 - 68 
462 /1 , 2, 3 

4 , 

5 0 -14- 98 
463 

0 - 25 - 34 
460 /1 , 2, 3 

___ 4, 5 , 6 0 - 43- 20 
458 / 1 , 

2 0 - 26 - 50 
457/ 1 - अ, ब 
457/2 , 

3 0 -32 -26 
456 / 1 
456/ 2 
456/ 2 0 - 47 - 23 
455/ 1 , 2, 3, 40- 16- 00 
451/ 1 
461 / 2 
4512 
451/ 3 - अ , ब 0 - 33 -41 
450/ 1 , 2, 3, 40- 41 - 47 
448 /1 , 2, 3 0 -28 - 80 
427 

0 - 31 - 10 
426 /1, 2,3 0 -18 -43 
425/ 1 - 2 0 - 33 - 99 
396 
396 /पैकी 0- 06- 34 
395 / 1, 2 , 3, 4, 5 
395 /1 - पैकी 
395/ 2 - 1 


रीवर 


18 : जलालपोर 


रीवर 


10 -01 - 38 


110 / 1 


110/ 2 / 1 
110/ 2/ 2 
110/ 3, 4, 5 0 - 58- 75 
111 / 1. 2 
111/ 3 / 1 
111 / 3 / 2 
111/ 3 / 3 / 1 
111 / 3 / 3 / 

2 0 - 07 -49 
109/1 , 2 , 3 0 - 51 - 84 

4 , 5, 6 
107/ अ, ब 
107/ 2 , 4 , 5 
107/ 3 - 1 
107/ 3 - 

2 0 -50 -69 
, 108 / 1, 2 , 3 

4 , 5 , 6 
106/ 1 - 1 0 -05 -18 
106/ 1 - 2 
106 / 2 , 3, 0 - 34 -56 

4. 5 
81 / 1 - 1 
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- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


नसवारी 


जलालपोर 20 : भुतसाड 


182 


185 


187 
188 
118 
145 
146 
133 


नसवारी जलालपोर 18 : जलालपोर 395/ 2 -1/ पैकी 

395/2 / 2 / पैकी 
395/ 2 / 2 / पैकी 0-42- 62 
394/ 1/पैकी 
394 / 2 
394 / 3 
394/ 4 0 - 20 - 74 
कारट्रेक 0 - 01 -05 
389/ 1 
389 / 2 0 -53 - 50 
365 / 1 
365/ 2 
365/ 3 0 - 40 - 90 
366/ 1 
366 / 2 

0 - 06 - 34 
कुल 10 - 95 - 51 


रोड 


खाडी 


59 
60 


19 : अरु 


561 


21 : मंदिर 


553 


कुल 
806 
805 
रोड 
821 
830 
829 
828 
केनाल 
828 / पैकी 
827 
826 
কলাপ 


रोड 


0 - 96 - 23 
0 -19- 58 
0 -14- 98 
0 -14- 98 
0 -51 -84 
0 -24- 22 
0 - 19 - 06 
0 - 01 - 71 
0 - 10 - 41 
(0 - 40 - 32 
0 - 29-22 
0 - 27 - 32 
0 - 32- 08 
0 - 06- 91 
0 - 14- 40 
0 -14- 40 
04 - 37 -86 
0 - 24 - 95 
0 - 17 - 86 
0- 06 - 91 
0 -03-07 
0 - 20 - 73 
0 - 23 - 04 
0 -02- 88 
0 - 11 -52 
0 - 08 - 06 
0 - 33-28 
0 -04 - 60 
0 -14 - 98 
0 - 05 - 94 
0 -03- 46 
0 - 21 -89 
0 -08 - 06 
0 - 20 - 74 
0 -02 -88 
0 - 06 - 91 
0 -27- 32 
(0 - 01 - 73 
0 -03-46 
0 -40- 08 
0 -09- 22 
0 -09 - 21 
0 - 38 - 72 
0 - 05 - 76 
0 - 0 - 9 - 50 
0 - 14- 98 
0 - 06 - 91 
0 - 35 -64 
0 - 10- 36 
0 - 05 - 76 


0 - 01 - 73 
560 

0 - 06 - 72 
रोड 

0 -05 - 76 
570 0 -12 - 33 
555 0 - 17 - 28 

0 - 04 - 03 
554 

0 -05 - 76 

0 - 20 - 74 
572 

0 - 18 -43 
578 

0 - 39 -17 
577 / 1 
577/ 2 
577/ 3 0 - 20 - 74 
579 

0 - 36 - 86 
580 / 1 , 2 0 -21- 89 
598 

0 - 04 - 61 
वीबीओ अथान 0 - 72 - 58 
741 

0 -05- 76 
740 

0 -00 - 38 
739 

0 - 90 -22 
742 / 1, 2, 3 0 - 25 -34 
743 

0 - 00 -38 
745 /1 , 2, 3, 

4, 5 , 6 0 - 27- 65 
746 

0 - 08 -06 
747 

0 - 03 - 46 
748 

0 -06 - 91 
263 

0 -15 - 00 

0 - 23 - 04 
751 /1 , 2, 3 0 - 17- 28 
कुल 

5 - 12 - 10 
218 0-14- 26 
रोड 

0 -05 -94 


849 
879 


878 
877 
876 
868 
875 


869 


870 


871 
863 
862 
रोड 
934 
935 
939 
937 
रोड 


749 


859 


20 : भुतसाड 


950 
966 
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1 


2 


3 


5 


2 


1 
नसवारी 


नसवारी 


जलालपोर 21 : मंदिर 


965 


जलालपोर 22 : अब्रामा रोड 

309 


319 


318 


317 


964 
963 
953 
962 
954 
955 
956 
957 
खाडी 


316 
रोड 
314 
327 
326 
334/ 1 
335 
338 
339 / 1 
341 
442/ 1 


22 : अब्रामा 


कुल 


23: पेडछा 


कुल 
खाडी 
2293 / 2 
2293/ 1 
2294 
2243 
2295 
2296 
2341 
2297 
2337 
2338 
2336 
2335 
2334 
2376 
2375 
2400 
2399 
2403 
2398 
2397 
2404 
2405 
2407 
2408 


0 - 16 - 13 
0 - 14 - 97 
0 -12-67 
0 - 03 -84 
0 - 04 - 75 
0 - 10 - 69 
0 - 52 -27 
0 - 21 - 62 
0 -13- 25 

0 - 22 -16 
06 - 32- 77 
0 - 42 - 30 
0 - 01 - 15 
0 -12- 09 
0 - 14 - 98 
0 -10- 75 

0 - 09 - 60 
. 0 - 20 -01 

0 -22 - 60 
0 - 03 - 84 
0 - 03 -07 
0 -10 - 00 
0 - 09 - 58 
0 - 23 - 35 
0 -01- 80 
0 -17- 86 
0 -23- 75 
0 -14- 50 
0 - 07 - 68 
0 -14- 80 . 
0 - 01- 25 
0 -01 -30 
0 -28 - 04 
0 -14- 72 
0 - 04 -80 
0 - 28- 90 
0 -03 -46 
0 -14 -30 
(0 - 37 - 60 
0 - 07 - 68 
0 - 11 - 52 
0 - 10 - 37 
0 -02 - 88 
0 - 23 - 04 
0 - 22 - 84 
(0 - 21 -95 
0 - 05 - 76 
0 - 06 - 91 
0 -40- 90 
0 -04- 80 
0 - 00 - 15 
0 - 31 - 90 


1036 
1035 
1038 
1039 
1040 
1041 
1029 
1028 
डी . केनाल 
1027 
1042 
1026 
1009 
1043 
1008 
रेलवे 
975 


0 - 05 - 76 
0 - 00 - 38 
0 - 18- 20 
0 - - 00 - 57 
0 -09- 60 
0 - 18 - 43 
0 -- 15 - 00 
0 - 19 - 30 
0 - 26 -50 
0 - 14 - 40 
0 - 34 - 78 
0 - 11 - 52 
0 -09- 60 
0 -15094 
0 - 29 - 76 
0 -01 - 35 
08 - 29- 87 
0 - 02 -50 
0 - 3200 
0 - 04 - 80 
0 - 34 - 20 
(0 - 27 - 00 
0 -05 - 25 
(0 - 12 -75 
0 - 01 - 50 
0 - 03 - 00 
0 -- 12 - 00 
0 -22 -50 
0 - 07 - 50 
0 -13- 50 
0 - 06 - 00 
0 - 37 - 06 
0 - 03- 31 
0 - 13 - 50 
0 - 24 -00 
0 - 46 - 06 
0 - 04 - 50 
0 - 12 - 00 
0 -18 -00 
0 - 26 -00 
0 - 05 - 50 
0 -03- 00 
0 - 24 - 00 
0 - 25 - 65 
(0 - 05 - 50 
0 -02 - 00 
0 -00 - 60 
0 - 37 - 50 
0 -16 - 65 
0 -08- 45 
0 - 15 - 40 
0 -05 - 56 


22 : अब्रामा 


969 


रोड 


974 


रोड 


2510 
2514 
2508/ 1 
रोड 
2508/ 2 
2501/ 2 
2500 
2499 / 1 
2491/ 2 
2484 / 2 
रोड 
2484 / 1 
2479 
2480 
2476 


809 
810 
811 
802 
800 
799 
791 
792 
793 
794 
781 
683 
680 
682 
केमाल 
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-- 


- 


2 


5 


23 


5 


नवसारी 


नवसारी 


गणदेवी 25 : सालेज 


जलालपोर 23 : वेडछा 684 

685 


258 


686 
687 


0 -43 - 50 
0 - 24 - 00 
0 - 31 - 50 
0 - 22 - 50 
0 - 04 - 50 
0 -16 - 08 
0 - 28 -50 
0 - 18 - 00 
0 - 14- 13 
0 - 24- 00 
0 -15 - 00 


259 
260 
261 
245 
243 
242 
241 


रोड 
646 
641 
625 
केनाल 
626 
601 


239 


237/ 
237/ ब 
236 


गणदेवी 


24: कोलवा 188 

191 


190 


कुल 
26 : इच्छापोर 321 

320 
322 
317 
316 
281 


204 
256 
205 


255 


280 


279 


278 


कारट्रेक 
254 
223 
253 
224 
221 
225 


277 
276 


275 


08 - 05 - 47 
01 - 11 - 67 
0 -15 -49 
0 -57- 02 
0 -42 - 77 
0 - 11 - 88 
0 - 21 -41 
0 - 38- 02 
0 -07 -13 
0 -01 - 83 
0 - 45 -14 
0 - 23- 76 
0 -64 -15 
0 -07- 96 
0 - 28 -51 
0 -07- 08 
0 - 19 - 01 
0 - 00 - 07 
0 -09- 50 
0 - 23 - 76 
0 - 01 - 28 
(0 -03 - 42 
(0 - 99 - 79 
0 - 76 -03 
0 -07 - 13 
0 - 99 - 79 


0 - 10 - 69 
0 - 05 - 94 
0 - 08 -32 
0 - 19 - 01 
0 - 04 - 75 
0 -09 - 50 
0 -14- 26 
0 - 09 - 50 
0 - 19 - 81 
0 -15-44 
0 - 15-44 
0 -07- 13 
03 - 63 - 44 
0 - 18 - 41 
0 - 00 - 59 
0 -10 - 69 
0 - 17 - 82 
0 - 08 - 91 
0 - 21 - 38 
0 -05 -94 
0 - 24- 35 
0 - 15- 44 
0 -25 -54 
0 - 08- 91 
0 -05-94 
0 - 09- 50 
0 -48-68 
0 -09-47 
0 - 38 -01 
0 - 01 - 33 
0 - 19- 00 
0 - 01 - 44 
0 - 16- 03 
0 - 29 - 10 
0 - 09- 31 
0 -35 -64 
0 - 54- 64 
0 - 18- 41 
0 - 32- 07 
0 -06- 36 
0 - 26- 75 
0 - 20 -96 
0 - 11 - 28 
0 - 06 -04 
0 -20 - 79 
0 - 05 - 02 
0 - 11 - 88 
0 -08 -91 
0 -03 - 56 
0 - 32 -08 
0 - 01 - 13 
0 -02 - 08 
0 - 49 - 17 
06 - 92 - 56 


226 


227 
232 


231 


274 
271 
कारट्रेक 
266 
265 
263 
264 
178 
254 
180 
201 
216 
217 


230 
228 


233 


217 / 


215 


कारट्रेक 
326 


220 
रोड 


कुल 
25 : सालेज केनाल 

119 


584 
608 


607 


120 


587 


कारट्रेक 
123 


588 


125 


08 - 23 -62 
0 -04- 75 
0 -09- 61 
0 -32 - 07 
10 - 02 - 38 
0 - 15 - 44 
0 - 73 -66 
(0 -29- 70 
0 - 03- 56 
0 - 02 - 38 
0 - 02 - 19 
0 - 04 - 75 
10 - 05 - 05 
0 -38- 91 


डेशन 
589 
390 


131 


605 


134 
रोड 


592 


132 


594 


रोड 


593 


रीपर 


253 
252 
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- 


1 2 
नवासरी , गणदेवी 


3 
30 : घनोरी 


मवसारी 


गणदेवी 


27 : माणेकपुर रीवर 


4 
378 
379 
374 


49 


321 


90 
95 


127 / पैकी 


रोड 


केनाल 
373 
372 
रोड 
325 


89 


( 28 ) गडत 


127 
128 
कुल 
103 
102 
माइनो केनाल 
104 
100 


326 
327 
328 
कारट्रेक 


265 
63 


98 


264 


रोड 


97 
108 
96 
109 
113 


63 / पैकी 
96 /1 


98 
केनाल 


0 - 13 - 21 
0 -33-94 
0 - 06 - 98 
0 - 07 -64 
0 - 04 - 90 
0 - 43 - 17 
0 -00-25 
0 - 08 - 21 
0 - 49 - 60 
0 - 08 - 21 
0 - 15 -16 
0 - 52 - 10 
0 - 07 - 03 
0 - 04 - 94 
0 - 03 -55 
0 - 04 - 91 
0 - 44 - 53 
0 -03- 77 
0 - 11- 79 
0 - 62 - 72 
(0 - 34 -22 
0 -04-98 
0 - 38 - 36 
0 - 05 - 63 
0 -26- 89 
0 - 48 - 76 
0 -04- 50 
0 - 01 - 53 
(0 - 13 - 87 
0 - 02 - 76 
2 - 23 -45 
0 - 23 - 45 
0 -02- 76 
0 -07 - 08 
0 -43- 68 
0 -29 - 10 
0 - 05 - 96 
0 -11- 86 
1 - 51 - 32 
2 -67- 72 
1 - 86 - 24 
0 - 17 - 46 
04 - 14- 98 


112 
114 


रोड 


101 
110 
108 


0 - 50 - 69 
0 - 23 -04 
0 -04050 
0 - 14 - 40 
0 -25 - 34 
0 - 17 - 28 
0 -16- 50 
0 -03-00 
0 - 04 -03 
0 -12 00 

0 - 00 - 75 
01 - 51 - 53 

0 -31 - 50 
0 - 08 - 25 
0 - 32 -06 
0 -06 - 75 
0 -05- 25 
0 - 06 - 75 
0 - 04- 50 
0 -02 - 25 
0 -19 -58 
0 - 24 - 00 
0 -09- 75 
0 - 04 - 50 
0 -02 - 25 
0 -10 - 49 
0 -00 - 75 
0 - 08 - 50 
0 - 17 - 28 

0 - 53 - 76 
10 - 29 - 75 
0 - 34 - 50 
0 - 06 - 00 
(0 - 03 -00 
0 - 25 - 51 
0 -20 - 55 
0 - 04 - 50 
03 - 72 -19 
0 - 63 - 28 
0 - 26 -54 
0 -15 -47 
0 - 04 -50 
0 -19 - 80 
0 - 25 - 45 
0 - 04 - 06 
0 - 20 -97 
0 - 63 - 28 
0 - 04 - 50 
0 - 34 -42 
0 - 20 -18 
0 - 20 - 87 
(0 - 37 - 72 

0 -18 -08 
03 - 79- 22 


109 


115 
160 
158 
157 
156 
147 
146 
रोड 
134 


ड्रेन 
120 


121 


809 


877 


135 


रोख 


804 


29 : पाथरी 


कारट्रेक 
कुल 
290 
289 
288 
287 
रोड 


805 
803 
766 


801 


802 
799 


298 


800 


297 
299 


344 


कुल 
( 31 ) वडसांगड़ 


343 
342 


ड्रेन 


341 


143 
141 


336 


0 - 03 - 00 
0 -09 - 84 
0 -05 - 47 
0 - 13- 63 
0 - 04 - 59 
01 - 36 -53 


335 


केनाल 


23 


142 


कुल 


कुल 


1782GI/ 2002 - 10 
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- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


5 


5 


नवसारी 


गणदेवी ( 32 ) खोरगाम 


नवसारी 


गणदेवी ( 35) पाटी 


261 
262 
264 
263 
273 
272 


0 -23 - 04 
0 - 24 - 77 
0 - 10 - 36 
0 - 49 -54 
(0 - 29 - 05 

0 - 92 - 16 
कारट्रेक (0 - 09 - 59 

0 - 02 - 69 
35 

0 - 24 - 58 
बेगमीया - रीवर 0 - 33 -41 
कुल 02 - 99 - 19 


274 


34 


- 


- 


- 


(33) देसाड 


वेगनीया - रीवर 0 - 30 - 00 
98 

01 - 16 - 35 
कारट्रेक 0 - 01- 92 
80 

0 -33- 30 
81 

0 -07- 33 
केनाल (0 -08- 73 
81 / पैकी 0 -05 -76 
रेलवे 0 - 01 -15 
82 

P -16 - 50 
रोड 

0 -08 - 78 
243 

0 - 00 - 75 
239 

0 - 20 - 25 
240 

0 -4500 
242 

0 - 12- 00 
कारट्रेक 0 - 03- 05 
241 

(0 -37 -98 
249 

(0 - 20 - 96 
(0 - 27 - 96 


276 
274 
217 
केनाल 
277 
286 
287 
313 
314 
315 
316 
317 
310 
318 
309 
319 
308 
307 
कारट्रेक 


320 


0 - 05 - 97 
0 - 02 - 30 
0 - 00 - 37 
0 -04 - 61 
0 -06 - 00 
0 -01 - 06 
0 -03 -63 
0 -00 -37 
0 - 04 - 79 
0 -05 - 76 
0 -13 - 82 
0 - 02 - 10 
0 - 05 -18 
0 - 05 - 20 
0 - 06 - 91 
0 -01 - 58 
0 - 01 - 30 
0 - 01 - 74 
0 - 02 - 38 
0 - 01 - 06 
0 - 08 - 64 
0 - 01- 07 
0 -38 - 92 
0 - 06 - 05 
0 - 00 - 05 
0 -05 - 76 

0 - 12 -67 
01- 85 - 58 
0 - 04 - 63 
0 -08-23 
0 - 06 - 96 
0 - 23 -04 
0 - 06- 84 
0 -08 - 40 
0 -07- 60 
0 -07 - 78 
0 -06 - 94 
0 - 20-74 
0 - 11 - 02 
0 -19 - 98 
0- 03 - 78 
0 -14- 98 
0 - 29 -95 
0 - 18 -44 
0 - 14 -98 
0 -38 - 45 
0 - 24- 00 
0 - 88- 70 
0 - 01 - 90 
0 - 13-46 
0 -32- 22 
0 - 02 - 07 


कुल 


( 36 ) केसली 


कुल 


03 - 97 - 77 


(34 ) अंभेटा 


ड्रेन 
204 
203 


कारट्रेक 
281 
283 
कारट्रेक 
289 
290 
297 
298 
299 
300 
314 
रोड 
316 
315 


202 


0 - 10 -22 
(0 - 19 - 62 
0 - 05 - 94 
(0 -07 -87 
(0- 59 - 90 
0 -93 - 31 
0 - 55 - 78 
0 -03- 21 


201 


197 


195 
रोड 


325 


( 35 ) पाटी 


कुल 
252 
251 
253 


02 - 55 -86 

0 -01 - 38 
0 - 00 - 37 
0 - 11 - 37 
0 - 04 - 86 
(0 - 08 -64 
0 -07 - 02 
(0 - 01 - 05 
0 - 02 -50 


326 
327 
413 
435 
422 
426 


254 


257 


258 
259 


427 


260 


432 
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- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


1 


2 


3 


2 


नवसारी 


गणदेवी (36) केसली 


___ 431 


नवसारी 


गणदेवी (39 ) उंडाच 

( वी एफ ) 


430 
429 
818 


819 


(0 - 20- 45 
0 - 17-02 
(0 -16 - 75 
0 - 06 -43 
0 - 15 - 01 
10 -09 - 35 
0 -08 - 12 
05 -07- 81 


820 
821 


कुल 
(37) मांदरखा 

774 
773 / 1 
766 /1 
765 / 1 
केनाल 
766 / 2 
765/ 2 
764 / 2 
767 
768 
748 
747 
740 
1315 
1314 
678 
676 
677 
673 
कारट्रेक 
668 
666 
619 
618 
617 
616 
रोड 
615/ 2 
595/ 2 
कारट्रेक 
604/ 1 


खाडी 
1825 
1823 
1822 
1834 
1835 
1836 
केनाल 
1811 
1810 
1809 
1807 
1733 
1734 
1732 
1735 
1729 
1728 
1701 
1702 
1704 
1703 
1698 
1692 
1693 
1691 
1690 
1675 
कारट्रेक 
1682 
1676 
1680 
1681 
कारट्रेक 
1601 
1600 
1594 
1627 
1626 
1625 
1588 
1587 
1585 
1584 
1583 
1579 
1580 


0 - 10 -48 
0 - 04 - 99 
0 - 19- 26 
0 - 23 - 65 
0 -06-24 
0 - 05 -74 
0 - 02- 99 
0 -01 -50 
0 - 11 - 98 
0 -14 -97 
0 - 02 -25 
0 -07-48 
0 - 04- 49 
0 - 05 - 24 
0- 06 - 49 
0 - 23- 95 
0 - 02 - 00 
0 - 02- 25 
0 - 08 -98 
0 - 04 - 49 
0 -06 - 59 
0 -05- 99 
0 - 12 - 87 
0 -03- 59 


0 - 03- 77 
0 - 21 -23 
0 -06-12 
0 - 00 - 38 
0 -13 - 50 
0 -- 04- 61 
0 -07- 19 
0 -02- 75 
0 - 27- 31 
0 -03 -41 
0 -01- 60 
(0 - 1700 
0 -45 - 04 
0 - 38 - 68 
0 -17-15 
0 -34 - 35 
0 - 06 - 80 
0 - 01 - 86 
0 - 00 -10 
0 -10 - 50 
0 - 25- 82 
0 - 17 - 29 
0 - 10 - 13 
0 - 01 - 66 
0- 01 - 28 
0 - 02 - 89 
0 - 03 - 50 
0 - 00 - 58 
0 - 04 - 50 
0 - 03 -46 
0 - 04 - 61 
0 -49- 54 
0 - 01 - 01 
0 - 04 -87 
0 -13- 86 
0 - 07 - 23 
0 - 01 - 73 
0 - 01 -04 
0 - 10 - 77 
04 - 30 -60 


0 -01 - 20 
0 -03-37 
0 - 17 - 96 
0 -01- 50 
0 - 16 - 96 
0 -06 - 99 
0 -04- 49 
0 -23- 95 
0 - 05 - 99 
0 -18- 81 
0 - 32-08 
0 - 13 -47 
0 -45 - 16 
0 - 00- 75 
0 -02- 00 
0 -10 - 98 

0 - 3 - 99 
0 -01 - 25 
0 - 12- 32 
0 - 04- 39 
0 -20 - 21 
0 - 17 - 96 
04 - 64- 21 


607 


606 


605 


601 
595 / 1 
602 
600 
599 
कुल 


RAND 
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1 


2 


3 


_____ 5 


- 


नसवारी चिखली (38) वंकाल 241 

240 
239 
238 
237 
236 
231 


219 


220 


216 


215 
214 


213 


212 
171 
172 
176 
184 
कारट्रेक 
पोण्ड 
2093 
2092 
2095 
रोड 
2091 
2088 
2090 
2089 
2076 
2075 
2074 
2078 
2077 
2042 
2073 
2071 
2044 
2043 
2046 
2047 
2048 
2050 
2049 


10 - 07 - 00 
0 -11- 00 
0 -29 - 00 
0 - 01 - 20 
0 - 02 -40 
0 -13 -50 
0 - 22- 50 
0 -10- 00 
0 -08- 00 
002 - 80 
10- 03 - 20 
6 -02 -50 
(0 -03 -50 
0-07 -00 
10 - 02 - 80 
0 -03 -60 
0 -02 - 50 
0 -03 - 00 
0 - 20 -00 
0 -07 - 75 
0 -05-00 
0 -03 - 00 
0 - 08 - 50 
0 - 04 - 50 
0 -10 -50 
0 -02 -50 
0 - 05 -00 
0 -02 -40 
0 - 04 -80 
0 - 02 - 60 
0 - 13- 50 
0 - 01 - 45 
0 - 00 - 80 
0 -01- 50 
0 - 07 - 50 
0 -01- 80 
0 - 09 - 70 
0 -02 - 50 
0 -02- 65 
0 - 01 -95 
0 -06- 85 
0-03- 85 
0 -09 -00 


1 2 3 

5 
नसवारी चिखली ( 38 ) पंकाल 2062 

0 - 01 - 80 
2061 0 - 03 - 00 
2056 0 -03 - 40 
2057 0- 00 - 50 
2060 

0 - 03 - 50 
2066 0 - 05 - 20 
2090 0 - 05 - 70 
1989 

0 - 2500 
2129 0 - 10 - 80 
1988 0 -07 - 20 
1979 0 -46-45 
1981 0-00 -45 
2141 0 - 14 - 45 
2145 0 -20 - 25 
1978 

0 - 09 - 00 
2146 0 - 08 - 45 
रीवर 0 - 09 - 00 
1939 0 -27 -00 
1938 0 - 15 - 00 
1937 0 - 03 - 75 
1936 0 -05 - 40 
1935 

0 -08 - 40 
रीवर 

0 - 28 - 50 
( 41 ) बलवाडा कुल 05 - 37 - 30 

772 

0 - 00 - 30 
रोड 

0 - 11 -88 
सरकारी- जमीन 0- 10 - 69 
776 

0 -21 - 38 
778 0 -14- 26 

0 - 20- 79 

0 -13- 54 
780 

0 - 09 - 03 
816 

0 - 43- 96 
820 

0 - 11 - 28 
819 

0 - 01-43 . 
818 0 -00 - 95 
917 

0 -01 -27 
828 

0 - 23 - 17 

0 - 74 - 25 
खाडी 0 - 02 -97 
कुल 02 - 61 - 15 


779 


דרך 


830 


[ फा . सं. एल .- 14014/ 24/ 01 - जी . पी .] 
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25 , 1924 
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Naviari 


Jalalpor 


(13 ) Dalki 


Now Dolhi, the 3rd June, 2002 
9. o . 1962. — Whereas, it appears to the Contral 
Goverment that it is nocessary in the public interest that for the transpor 
tation of natural gas through Hazira -Uran pipelino project in Gujarat Stata , 
a pipelino should be laid by the Gas Authority of India Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Contral Government that for tho 
purpose of laying the said pipeline it is necessary to acquire the right of 
usor in the land unda which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and 
which is doncribed in the Schedule annoxod to this notification ; 

Now , therefore, in exorcise of the power conferred by aub -800 
tion ( 1 ) of section 3 ofthe Potroloum and Minorals Pipelines ( Acquisition 
of Right of User in Land ) Act, 1962 ( 50 of 1962), the Central Govern 
mont hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein ; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schodulo 
may, within twenty -one days from the date on which the copies of this 
notification issued under sub -acction (1 ) of soction 3 of the said Act, as 
publishod in the Gazette of India aro made available to the general pub 
lio, object in writing to the laying of the pipeline under the land to the 
Competent Authority , Gas Authority of India Limited, Darpan Building, 
1st floor, R . C . Dutt Road, Alkapuri. Vadodara -390003 (Gujarat). 

SCHEDULE 


0 - 29 .95 
0 - 05 - 76 
0 - 07 -49 
0 -03 -84 
0 -21-89 
0 - 20 - 74 
0 - 09 -22 
0 -09 -79 
0 - 21 -31 
0 - 24 -77 
0 - 08 -07 


63 


64 
65 
71 


Total : 


(14) Anan 


172 


171 
168 
Road 
169 


Dist. 


Tehsil 


Village 


Navsari 


Jalalpor 


(15) Simalgam 


Survey No./ 
Block No. 


Total : 
126 
131 
132 


Land to bo 
acquired 
for R . O .U . 
in Hectares. 

· 5 


163 


1 
Navsari 


2 
Jalalpor 


3 
(12 ) Nadod 


162 
Khadi 
331 
332 
333 
Khadi 
336 
334 
335 
323 


324 


4 
232 
233 
236 
218 
216 
214 
212 
Road 
196 
197 
198 
204 /P 
Khadi 
203 
202 
131 
132 
134 
135 
Road 
109 
Capat 
110 
111 
112 
116 


Rond 
244 
243 
245 


04 -01- 60 
0 - 30 -52 
0 -25- 35 
0 -07-48 
0 - 06 -90 
0 - 11 - 30 
0 -81 - 55 
0 -46 -08 
0 - 48 -38 
0 - 68 - 31 
0 - 00 - 86 
0 -35-71 
0 - 09 - 22 
0 - 13 - 82 
0 - 06 -91 
0 - 17 -28 
0 - 06 -93 
0 - 27 -65 
0 - 00 - 52 
0 - 28 - 80 
0 - 10 -37 
0 - 16 - 13 
0 - 16 - 13 
0 - 12 -48 
0 - 00 - 36 
0 -05 - 76 
0 - 28 - 80 
0 -63 -49 
0 - 26 - 53 
0 - 11- 52 
0 - 19 -01 
0 -21 - 31 
0 -05-76 
0 - 15 -92 
03 -64- 05 
0 -08 -23 
0 - 14 -37 
0 - 11 - 98 
0 -09-30 
0 - 23 -65 
0 -02-07 
0 -01-88 
0 - 00 -31 
0 -09 -23 
0 - 43 - 10 
0 -00 -68 
0 - 19 - 58 
0 - 02 - 76 
0 -11- 32 
0 - 15 -67 
0 -08 -06 
0 -01-08 
0 - 30 - 02 


D -- 07 - 80 
0 - 39 - 17 
0 - 10 -37 
0 - 39 - 17 
0 - 23 -04 
0 - 31 - 10 
0 - 34 - 56 
0 -02- 30 
0 - 06 -91 
0 - 27 -65 
0 - 11 - $ 2 
0 - 17 - 28 
0 - 16 - 13 
0 - 06 -91 
0 - 63 -36 
0 - 11 - 52 
0 - 40 -32 
0 -22 -40 
0 - 08 -06 
0 -03 - 76 
0 - 11 - 52 
0 - 17 - 28 
0 -03 -45 
0 - 57 -60 
0 - 29 -9 $ 
0 - 34 -56 
0 -32- 26 

0 - 08 -06 
06 - 20 -01 
0 -25-34 
0 - 05- 76 
0 -63-36 
0 - 36 - 86 
0 -02-69 
0 - 05 -38 
0 - 14 -97 
0 -31 - 10 
0 -31- 10 
0 - 16 -60 
0 -04-61 


247 


238 
237 
250 
234 
231 
252 
Total : 
103 
102 
104 


Navsari 


Jalalpor 


(16 ) Alura 


117 


107 


106 
108 


237 
Total : 
20 
Road 


109 


Navsari 


Jalalpor 


(13 ) Dalki 


110 
111 


22 


113 


116 
130 
132 
133 
134 
Road 


41 . 


Khadi 
43 


139 


138 
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1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(16 ) Alura 


( 18) Jalalpor 


150 
Govt. Land 


0 - 27 -65 
04 -60 -80 


0 - 47 -23 
0 - 16 -00 


Total : 


Navsari 


Jalalpor 


( 17) Bodali 


River 


616 
617 
618 
620 
River 


06 - 98 - 16 
02-45-92 
0 -41- 89 
0 - 19 -01 
0 - 11088 
0 - 10 -69 
0 - 81-08 


0 - 33 -41 
0 - 41-47 
0 - 28 - 80 
0 - 31- 10 
0 - 18 - 43 
0 -33 -99 


Navsari 


Jalalpor 


(18) Jalalpor 


0 - 06 - 34 


456 / 2 
455/1 , 2 , 3 , 4 , 
451/ 1 
451/ 2 , 
451 /2 , 
451/3 , A , D 
450 / 1, 2 , 3 , 4 
448/ 1, 2 , 3 
427 
426 /1, 2 , 3 
423 / 1 - 2 
396 
396 /P , 
395/ 1 , 2 , 3 , 4, 3 , 
395/1 -P , 
395/2 - 1° 
393 /2 - 1 /P , 
393/ 2 / 2 / P , 
3965/ 2 / 2 / P, 
394 / 1 / P , 
394 /2 , 
394 /3 , 
394 / 4 
Cart- track 
389/ 1, 
389/ 2 
365/ 1 , 
363/2 , 
363/ 3 
366 / 1 , 
366 / 2 


0 -42-62 


0 - 20 - 74 
0 -01-05 


0 - 53 - 50 


0 - 40 -90 


0 - 06 - 34 


Total : 


Navsari 


Jalalpor 


(19) ERU 


561 


560 
Road 
570 


555 


Total : 

01- 80 - 37 
River 0 - 10 -01 - 38 
110 / 1 , 
110 /2 / 1 , 
110 /2 / 2 , 
110 /3 , 4 , 3 0 - 58 -75 
111/ 1 , 2 , 
111/3 / 1, 
111/ 3 /2 , 
111/ 3 /3 / 1 , 
111/ 3 /3 /2 0 -07 -49 
109 / 1, 2 , 3 , 4 , 5 , 6 0 - 51 -84 
107/ 1 - A , B 
107/2, 4 , 5 
107/ 3 - 1 
107/ 3 - 2 

0 - 50 -69 
108 / 1 , 2 , 3 
4 , 5 , 6 

0 -05- 18 
106 / 1 - 1 
106 / 1 - 2 , 
106 /2 , 3 , 4 , 3 0 - 34 - 36 
81/ 1 - 1 
8141 - 2 
81 /2 - 3 

0 - 38 -02 
82/ 1, 2 , 3 , 
4 , 5 , 6 , 7 , 8 , 
82 /7 6 - A 

0 - 26 - 50 
79 / 1 - 1 - 1 - 1, 
79 / 1 - 1 - 1 -2 , 
79 / 1 / 1 /- 2 , 
79 / 1 - 1- 3 , 
79 / 1 - 1 - 4 , 
79 / 1 - 1 - 4 , 
79 / 1 /2 , 
79 /2 , 3 , 4 

0 - 04 - 03 
78 / 1, 2 , 3, 4 , 
3 , 6 , 7 

0 - 48 -38 
77 /1 , 2 , 3 , 4 , 
3 , 6 , 7 , 8 

0 -35-71 
Drain 

0 -04 -61 
468/ 1 - 1, 
468 / 1 - 2 . 
468 / 2 

0 - 21 - 89 
466 / 1 - 1 , 
466 / 1 - 2 , 
466 /2 

0 - 26 - 50 
463 

0 - 15 -68 
462/ 1 , 2 , 3 , 
4 , 3 

0 - 14 - 98 
463 

0 -23-34 
460 / 1, 2 , 3, 
4 , 5 , 6 

0 - 43 - 20 
458/ 1 , 2 

0 - 26 -50 
457 / 1 , A , B , 
457 /2 , 3 

0 - 32 - 26 
456 / 1, 
456 /2 , 


10 -95-51 
0 -01- 73 
0 - 06 - 72 
0 -05- 76 
0 - 12 -33 
0 - 17 - 28 
0 - 04 -03 
0 -05 -76 
0 - 20 - 74 
0 - 18 - 43 
0 -39 - 17 


0 - 20 - 74 


553 
554 
Road 
372 
578 
577 /17 
577 / 2 
577/ 3 
579 
580 / 1 , 2 
598 
VB of Ethan 
741 
740 
739 
742/ 1 , 2 , 3 
743 
745 / 1, 2 , 3 , 
4 , 3, 6 
746 
747 
748 
263 
749 
751- 1, 2 , 3 


0 - 36 - 86 
0 - 21- 89 
0 -04 -61 
0 -72 -58 
0 - 05 - 76 
0 - 00 -38 
0 - 90 - 22 
0 -23-34 
0 - 00 -38 


0 - 27 -63 
0 - 08 - 06 
0 -03 -46 
0 - 06 -91 
0 - 15 - 00 
0 -23 -04 
0 - 17 -28 


Navsari 


Jalalpor (20) Bhutsad 


Total : 
218 
Road 
182 


5- 12 - 10 
0 - 14 -26 
0 -05- 94 
0 - 96 -23 
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2 


3 


(22 ) Abrama 


( 20 ) Bhuisad 


185 
187 
188 
118 
143 
146 
133 
Road 


0 - 19 - 58 
0 - 14 - 98 
0 - 14 - 98 
0 -51- 84 
0 - 24 - 22 
0 - 19 - 06 
0 -01-71 
0 - 10 -41 
0 -40 -32 
0 - 29 -22 
0 -27-32 
0 - 32 -08 
0 -06 -91 
0 - 14 .40 
0 - 14 - 40 


2296 
2341 
2297 
2337 
2338 
2336 
2335 
2334 
2376 


93 


2375 


62 
61 


58 


Khadi 
59 
60 


LLU 


Navari 


Jalalpor 


( 21 )Mandir 


Total : 
806 
805 
Road 
821 
830 
829 
828 
Canal 
828 /p 
827 
826 
Canal 
849 
879 
878 
877 
876 
868 
873 
869 
870 
871 
863 
862 
Road 
934 
935 
939 
937 
Road 


04-37- 86 
0 -24. 95 
0 - 17 - 86 
0 - 06 -91 
0 - 03 -07 
0 - 20 - 73 
0 - 23 -04 
0 -02 -88 
0 - 11 - 32 
0 -08 -06 
0 - 33 - 28 
0 - 04 -60 
0 - 14 -98 
0 - 09 -94 
0 - 03 - 46 
0 -21 -89 
0 -08 -06 
0 - 20 - 74 
0 - 02 -88 
0 - 06 - 91 
0 - 27 -32 
0 - 01 -73 
0 -03 -46 
0 - 40 -08 


2400 
2399 
2403 
2398 
2397 
2404 
2405 
2407 
2408 
Road 
2510 
2514 
2508 / 1 
Road 
2308 / 2 
2301/ 2 
2500 
2499 / 1 
2491/2 
2484 / 2 
Road 
2484 / 1 
2479 
2480 
2478 
Road 
309 
319 
318 
317 
316 
Road 
314 
327 
326 
334 / 1 
335 
338 
339 / 1 
341 
342 / 1 


0 - 20 -01 
0 - 22 -60 
0 -03 -84 
0 -03 -07 
0 - 10 -00 
0 - 09 -58 
0 - 23 - 35 
0 -01- 80 
0 - 17 - 86 
0 - 23 -75 
0 - 14 - 50 
0 - 07 -68 
0 - 14 - 80 
0 -01-25 
0 -01 - 30 
0 -28 -04 
0 - 14 - 72 
0 - 04 -80 
0 -28 -90 
0 -03 -46 
0 - 14 - 30 
0 - 37 - 60 
0 -07-68 
0 - 11- 52 
0 - 10 - 37 
0 - 02 -88 
0 - 23 -04 
0 -22 -84 
0 -21-95 
0 -05- 76 
0 - 06 -91 
0 -40 -90 
0 - 04 - 80 
0 - 00 - 15 
0 -31- 90 
0 - 05 - 76 
0 -00 -38 
0 - 18 - 20 
0 -00 - 57 
0 -09 -60 
0 - 18 -43 
0 - 15 - 00 
0 - 19 - 30 
0 - 26 - 50 
0 - 14 -40 
0 - 43 -78 
0 - 11 - 52 
0 - 09 -60 
0 - 19 -94 
0 - 29 - 76 
0 -01- 33 


859 


950 
966 
963 
964 
963 
953 


0 - 09 -21 
0 - 38 -71 
0 -05- 76 
0 -09 - 50 
0 - 14 -98 
0 -06 - 91 
0 - 35 -64 
0 - 10 - 36 
0 -05 -76 
0 - 16 - 13 
0 - 14 - 97 
0 - 12 -67 
0 -03 - 84 
0 -04 - 75 
0 - 10 -69 
0 -32 - 27 
0 -21-62 
0 - 13 - 23 
0 -22- 16 


Navsari 


Jalalpor 


(23 ) Vedchha 


962 


954 
935 
956 
957 
Khadi 


Total : 
1036 
1035 
1038 
1039 
1040 
1041 
1029 
1028 
D . Canal 
1027 
1042 
1026 
1009 
1043 
1008 
RLY 


08 -29 - 87 
0 -02- 50 
0 - 32 -00 
0 -04 -80 
0 - 34 -20 
0 - 27 - 00 
0 -05 -25 
0 - 12 - 75 
0 -01-30 
0 -03 -00 
0 . - 12 - 00 
0 - 22 - 50 
0 - 07 - 30 
0 - 13 - 50 
0 - 06 -00 
0 - 37 - 06 
0 - 03 -31 


Navkari 


Jalalpor 


(22 ) Abrama 


Total : 
Khadi 
2293 / 2 
2293 / 1 
2294 
2243 
2295 


06 - 32 - 77 
0 -42 - 30 
0 -01- 15 
0 - 12 -09 
0 - 14 -98 
0 - 10 - 75 
0 -09 -60 
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Navsari 


Jalalpor (23) Vedchha 


975 


(23) Salej 


Road 
213 
22 


28 


969 
974 
Road 
89 
$ 10 
811 
802 
800 
799 
79 
192 
193 


( -13 - 30 
(0 -24 - 0 
( - 466 
()- 04 -30 
0 - 11 -10 
0 -1840 
( -16 -00 
{ - { 1 - 10 
(0 -03 - 0 
0 -2400 
0 -25 -$ 
( - 05 -30 
0 - 02 -20 
(0 - 0 

•37-30 
0 - 16 - 3 
0 -08 - A 
- 340 
0 - $ - 6 
0 - 43 -30 
0 -14 -0 ) 

- 31 -30 
0 . 00 
0 - 04 -30 
( - 618 

•28.30 
0 - 18 -10 
0 - 14 -13 
0 -24-10 
0 - 13 


39 
260 
261 
245 
143 
142 
241 
239 
237A 
237/ 3 . 
236 


(0- 04 -16 
()- 01 -01 
( + 38 -91 
( + ( 1 -69 
0 -05-94 

- 08 -12 
0 - 9 - 1 
() - (0475 
(0 - 09 - 30 
-14-16 
-(09 - 0 
) - 191 
( - 15 +44 

-144 
4 - 07- 13 


794 


683 


03 - 3 - 44 


Navsari 


Gandevi 


(26 ) Ichhapor 


680 
68 
Canal 
684 
68 
686 
687 
Rond 

6 
641 
6s 
Canal 
66 
601 


Total 
321 
310 
312 

17 
316 
181 
280 
279 


278 


17 . 


Navari 


Gandevi 


( 24 ) Kolva 


Total 
188 
91 


19 


204 
16 
205 
15 
Cart track 
254 
123 
133 


08 -( 547 

- II - 67 
( - 1349 
0 - 1 -12 
0 - 42477 
0 - 11- 88 
0 - 

141 
| 0 - 382 
0 - 07- 13 
4 - 01 - $ 3 
Q - 4 - 14 
0 -23 -76 
0 - 64 
0 -07-96 
( -18 -31 
0 -0718 

- I91 
0 - 00 -47 

•09 . 50 
( +13 . 76 
0 -01 -18 
Q - 03 -42 
Q - 99 . 9 
0 - 761 
Q - 713 
0 .99 - 79 


27 
274 
271 
Cart- track 
266 
16 $ 
263 
264 
178 
24 
18 () 
201 
216 
2IY 
120 
Road 
384 
608 


0 - 1841 
(0 - 00 -39 
Q -10-69 
( - 17-82 
0 - 8 -91 
2 -21 -18 
0 - 05 -94 

- 24 -33 
( - 1344 
0 - 25 -54 
0 -08-91 
( - $ -94 
(0-09 -30 
Q - 48 -58 

- (947 
0 . 38 - 1 
2 -01- 33 

0 - 19 
2 - 01 -44 
( - 16 - 3 
0 - 29 -10 
4 - 09 -31 

-35 - $ 4 
0 - 4 -64 
( - 1841 
(0 - 32 -07 
() - ( $ -36 
0 -16- 7 . 
( - 2 )-96 
0 -11-28 
Q - 06 - 4 
0 -20-79 
0 -05- 1 
(0 . I - 88 
( - 8 .91 
(0 - 03 -16 

•32- 8 
(0 - 01 - 13 
2 -02 -18 
0 -49-17 


607 


130 


128 


233 


587 
$ 88 
Drain 

89 
$ 90 
605 
392 
394 
393 
River 


1l7 / A 
213 
Cart track 
326 


(25) Salej 


Total 
Canal 
119 
120 
Cart- track 
123 


Total 
(27 ) Manikpur River 


49 


S 


08 - 23 - 62 
" 0 - 04 -73 
0 -09 -6 
0 . 32107 
( - 02 -18 
( - 1344 
2 - 73 -66 
( +29 .70 
0 - 03 - 6 
( + 238 
0 -02- 19 


06 -92- 96 
( - 10 -69 
) - 23 - 4 
0 - 4 - 0 

14 -40 
0 - 15 . 34 
| ) - 17 - 28 
( • 16 - 1 ) 

0 - 3 - 00 


123 


88 


90 


131 
134 
Rond 
13 


9 . 
123/ 
Road 
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2 


3 


( 30 ) Dhinori 


(27) Manikpur 89 

127 
128 


0 - 04 -03 
0 - 12-00 
0 - 00 -75 


Navsari 


Gandovi 


(28 ) Gadat 


Total 
103 
102 
Canal 
104 
100 


98 
97 


98 
Canal 
101 
110 
108 
109 
Drain 
120 
121 
Drain 
Drain 
809 
877 
Road 
804 
803 
803 
766 
801 
802 
799 
800 


01-71- 33 

0 - 31- 50 
0 - 08 -25 
0 - 32 -06 
0 - 06 - 75 
0 -05-25 
0 -06 - 75 
0 - 04 - 50 
0 -02-25 
0 - 19 -58 
0 - 24 .00 
0 - 09 .75 
0 - 04 - 30 
0 - 02 -25 
0 - 10 - 49 
0 - 00 -75 
0 -08 -50 
0 - 17 - 28 
0 - 53 - 76 
0 - 29 -75 
0 - 34 - 50 
0 - 06 -00 
0 -03-00 
0 - 23 . 51 
0 - 20 -33 
0 -04 .30 


0 - 34 - 22 
0 -04 -98 
0 - 38 - 36 
0 -03 -63 
0 - 26 - 89 
0 - 48 - 76 
0 - 04 -50 
0 -01-53 
0 - 13 -87 
0 -02 - 76 
0 - 56 -08 
0 - 23 - 45 
0 -02 - 76 
0 -07 -08 
0 - 43 -68 
0 - 29 - 10 
0 -05 -96 

0 - 31-86 
01-31-32 
02 -67 - 72 
0 - 86 -24 
0 - 17 - 46 


108 
96 
109 
113 
112 
114 
Road 
113 
160 
138 
157 
136 
147 
146 
Road 
134 
135 
Cart- track 


Total 
(31) Vadaaangal Drain 

143 


08 -14 - 98 

0 -03-00 
01 -09 - 84 
0 -05 - 47 
0 - 13 -63 
0 - 04 - 59 


141 


Canal 
142 


Total 


(32)Klorgan 


Total 
23 
24 
Road 


( 29 ) Pathri 


290 


25 


289 
288 
287 
Road 
298 
297 
299 
344 
343 
342 
341 
336 
333 
23 


03 -72- 19 
0 -63- 28 
0 - 26 - 34 
0 - 13 -47 
0 - 19 - 80 
0 -04 - 30 
0 -23-43 
0 -04 -06 
0 - 20 .97 
0 - 63 - 28 
0 -04 - 50 
0 - 34 -42 
0 - 20 - 18 
0 - 20 - 87 
0 - 37 -72 
0 - 18 -08 


31 
33 
Cart-track 
34 
35 
Vogniya River 


01-36 -33 
0 - 23 -04 
0 - 24 - 77 
0 - 10 - 36 
0 -49 - 54 
0 - 29 -05 
0 - 92 - 16 
0 -09 -59 
0 - 02 -69 
0 - 24 - 38 
0 - 33 -41 


Total 
Vogadiya River 


(33)Desad 


98 


Navari 


Capdevi 


(30 ) Dhanori 


Total 
378 
379 
374 
321 
Canal 
373 
372 
Road 
325 
Drain 
326 
327 
328 
Cart-trick 
265 
63 
264 
Road 
63 /P 
96 / 1 


03 - 79 - 22 
0 - 13 -21 
0 - 33 -94 
0 -06 -98 
0 -07 -64 
0 - 04 -90 
0 - 43 - 17 
0 - 00 - 23 
0 - 08 -21 
0 - 49 -60 
0 - 08 -21 
0 - 15 - 16 
0 - 52 -10 
0 -07-03 
0 -04 -94 
0 - 03 - 5 $ 
0 -04 -91 
0 - 44 - 33 
0 -03 - 77 
0 - 11 . 79 
0 -62 - 72 


Cart- track 
80 
81 
Canal 
81 /P 
RLY 
82 
Road 
243 
239 
240 
242 
Cart-traok 
241 
249 
Drain 


02- 99 - 19 

0- 30 -00 
01- 16 -35 

0 -01-92 
· 0 -33 -30 

0 -07 - 33 
0 - 08 - 73 
0 -05- 76 
0 - 01 - 13 
0 - 16 -50 
0 - 08 -78 
0 -00 - 75 
0 - 20 - 25 
0 -45 -00 
0 - 12 -00 
0 - 03 -05 
0 - 37 -98 
0 - 20 -96 
0 - 27- 96 


Total 


(34)Ambhota 


Drain 
204 
203 


03 -97- 77 
0 - 10 -22 
0 - 19 -62 
0 - 05 -94 
0 -07-87 
0 - 59 -90 


202 


201 


1782 G1/2002 – 11 
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I 


us = 


យ 


Navuri 
(Contd .) 


Candovi 


(34 )Ambhota 


197 


Navuri 


Gandoyi (36 ) Kouli 


27 


ly 


- 93 -al 
( 378 
0 -03 -2 ] 


Road 


11 
al 
30 
29 


( +3222 
( + 02 -17 

204 
0 - 172 
( - 1 - 73 
0 - 9643 
0 -11 
0 - 09 -15 
QA08- 12 


Total 
22 
1 ] 
23 


(35) Pati 


៩ 


89 


zo 


1 


al 


27 


18. 


Total 
( 37 ) Nandarkhu 714 

3 / 1 
761 
769/ 
Cual 
766 / ? 
73/ 2 
7642 
767 


$ 7 - 31 
0 – 3 - 71 
0 -11- 3 
0 - 06 - 12 

- -១៩ 
( - 13 - 30 

-- - 
07- 19 


19. 
260 
26 
262 
264 
163 
173 
272 
17 
176 
174 
al 
Canal 
171 
286 
27 
313 


168 


02 - 5 - 86 

- 01-38 
M031 

11 -17 
(+ 46 
9 - 864 
(+ 0702 
0-01-25 
( +02- 0 
0 - $ -97 
| 0 -02 - 30 
0 - 00 -37 
4 - 4i 
0- 06 -00 
- 1 -06 
- 033 
0- 00 -31 
0 -079 
– $ - 16 
0 - 8 -82 
( - 02 -10 
2 -01 -18 
(0- 03 - 20 
(0- 691 
0 -01 - 8 
0 -01 -30 
[ 0 - 0 ] -74 

1 .3 
0 -01 -06 
(0 - 08 -$ 4 
0 - 01 -01 
7 -38- 2 
0 -65 

- 003 
(+016 
( + 2 -$ 7 


78 


11. 


70 


3I 
13i4 


34 


3 $ 


3l6 


$ 7 
676 
677 
673 
Cart-tnck 
668 
666 
$ 19 


618 


37 
310 

le 
309 
39 
308 
107 
Carl -track 
320 


- 07-11 
Q -234 
dol -60 
0 -10 
( +454 
-18 
017 

- 34 -35 
06- 30 
0 -01- 16 
Q - -10 
0 - 10 -30 
0 - 23 - 82 
( - 11 - 19 
( - 10 -11 
- 166 
p - 01 - 18 
( + 299 
0 - 03 -S0 
9 - 01 -18 
0 - 04 
0 - 0346 
Q -04 -61 
0 - 9 - 4 
0 -01- 1 
Q - 04 -87 
0 - 13 -36 
( - 07 -23 

- 173 
0 - 1 -04 
0 - 0 - 77 


67 


៖៖ 


616 
Rond 


(36) Kuli · 


613 / 1 

9 $/ ? 
Cart-track 
604 / 1 
67 
606 
6 


93} ] 


ននន៖៖៖ 


602 


Total : 
280 
Cart track 
28I 
183 
Cart-track 
289 
190 
297 
29 
299 
30 
3i4 
Road 
316 
33 
31 
326 


600 
$ 99 


Total 


0 - 83 - 8 
0 . 04463 

-08 - 23 
(0-0696 
0 - 23 - 4 
0 - 06 - 84 
0 - $ 40 
0 -07 -60 
0 - 07 -78 
0 - 06 - 94 
0 -20 -14 
0 - 11 - 02 
0 - 19 -98. 

- 03 - 18 
(0 - 4 -98 
( - 19 -93 
0 - 1844 
( - 149 $ 
( -1841 
0 - 240 
( 88- ? ) 
- 01 -9 
- 1346 


04 -30 


(39 ) Undach 
( VF) 


Khadi 


182 , 


311 


13 

21 
1834 
183 , 
1836 
Canal 


- l048 
0 - 4 -99 
- 19 -16 
- 236 
0 - 06 -24 
( 0 $ - 74 
() -( 2-99 
(0- 01 -30 
0 - 11 -98 
9 - 14 .97 


43 


43 


lgii 


47 
416 


18 g 
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5 


1 


2 


3 


Navsari (Cond.) Candevi ( 39 ) Undach 1809 

1807 
1733 
1734 
1732 
1735 
1729 
1728 
1701 
1702 
1704 
1703 
1698 
1692 
1691 
1690 
1675 
Cart-track 
1682 
1676 
1680 
1681 
Curi-track 
1601 


Navsari (Contd.) Chikhali (38 ) Vankal 2091 

2088 
2090 
2089 
2076 
2075 
2074 
2078 
2077 
2042 
2073 
2071 
2044 
2045 
2046 


2047 


2048 
2050 


0 - 02 - 23 
0 - 07 - 48 
0 - 04 - 49 
0 -05-24 
0 - 06 - 49 
0 - 23 - 93 
0 -02 -00 
0 -02-23 
0 - 08 -98 
0 -04 -49 
0 - 06 - 39 
0 -03 -99 
0 - 12 -87 
0 - 03 - 59 
0 -01-20 
0 -03- 37 
0 - 17 - 96 
0 -01- 50 
0 - 16 -96 
0 -06 -99 
0 -04-49 
0 - 23 -95 
0 -03 -99 
0 - 18 -81 
0 - 32 -08 
0 - 13 - 47 
0 -45- 16 
0 - 00 -75 
0 - 02 -00 
0 - 10 -98 
0 - 03 -99 
0 -01 - 23 
0 - 12 - 32 
0 -04 - 39 
0 - 20 -21 
0 - 17 . 96 


2049 


2062 
2061 
2056 
2057 


0 - 10 - 30 
0 -02 - $ 0 
0 -05 -00 
0 - 02 - 40 
0 -04 - 80 
0 -02 -60 
0 - 13 - 50 
0 -01-45 
0 - 00 -80 
0 - 01 - 50 
0 -07-50 
0 -01- 80 
0 - 09 - 70 
0 - 02 - 50 
0 -02-65 
0 - 01 -95 
0 -06 -85 
0 -03-83 
0 - 09 - 00 
0 -01 -80 
0 - 03 -00 
0 -03 -40 
0 - 00 -50 
0 -03-30 
0 -05-20 
0 - 05 - 70 
0 -25- 00 
0 - 10 - 80 
0 -07- 20 
0 - 46 -45 
0 -00 -45 
0 - 14 -45 
0 - 20 -25 
0 -09 - 00 
0 -08 -45 
0 - 09 - 00 
0 -27- 00 
0 - 15 -00 
0 -03 - 75 
0 - 05 - 40 
0 - 08 -40 
0 - 28 -50 


2060 


1600 


1594 


1627 


2066 
2090 
1989 
2129 
1988 


1626 


1625 


1979 


1388 
1987 


1981 


1985 


2141 


1384 
1583 
1579 
1580 


Total 
241 


2145 
1978 
2146 
River 
1939 
1938 
1937 
1936 
1933 
River 


Chikhali 


(38 ) Vankal 


240 


239 


238 
237 


Total 


236 


41 : Balwada 


231 


219 
220 


772 
Road 
Govt. Land 
776 
778 
779 


216 
213 
214 


ង 


04 -64-21 
0 -07-00 
0 - 11 -00 
0 - 29 - 00 
0 -01-20 
0 -02 -40 
0 - 13 -50 
0 - 22 - 50 
0 - 10 - 00 
0 -08 -00 
0 -02 -80 
0 -03- 20 
0 - 02 - 50 
0 -03 - 50 
0 . 07 -00 
0 -02 -80 
0 -03 -60 
0 - 02 - 50 
0 - 03-00 
0 - 20 -00 
0 -07 - 75 
0 -03-00 
0 -03-00 
0 -08 - 30 
0 -04 -30 


777 


213 


780 


05 -37 - 30 
0 -00 -30 
0 - 11 -88 
0 - 10 -69 
0 - 21- 38 
0 - 14 - 26 
0 -20 - 79 
0 - 13 -54 
0 - 09 -03 
0 -43 -96 
0 - 11 - 28 
0 -01 - 43 
0 - 00 -95 
0 - 01 - 27 
0 -23- 17 
0 -74 -25 
0 - 02 -97 


212 


171 
172 


176 


816 
820 
819 
818 
817 
828 
830 
Khadi 


184 
Cart-track 
Pond 
2093 
2092 
2093 
Road 


Total 


02 -61- 19 


( F . No. L - 14014 / 24 /01- G . P.] 

SWAMI SINGH , Director 
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- - - 


- 


- 


-- 


- 


मालसाड 


अलसाड 


( 40 ) बागलभारा 
- जारी 428 

381 
407 
383 
406 


390 


404 
403 
391 


नई दरं. जून, 2 : 02 
का . आ . 1963...- केन्द्रीय सरकार को लोक हित में यह 
आवश्यक प्रतीत होता है कि गुजरात राज्य में हजोरा - उरान पाइपलाइन 
परियोजना के माध्यम से प्राकृतिक गैस के परिवहन के लिए गैस अथॉरिटी 
ऑफ इंडिया लिमिटेड द्वारा एक पाइपलाइन बिछाई जानी चाहिए । 

और केन्द्रीय सरकार को उक्त पाइपलाइन बिछाने के प्रयोजन 
के लिए यह आवश्यक प्रतीत होता है कि उस भूमि में , जिसमें पाइपलाइन 
बिछाए जाने का प्रस्ताव है और जो इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची 
में वर्णित है, उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन किया जाए ; 

अत : अब, केन्द्रीय सरकार, पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन 
( भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन) अधिनियम , 1962 ( 1962 
का 50 ) की धारा 3 की उपधारा ( 1 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त शक्तियों का प्रयोग 
करते हुए , उस भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन करने के अपने 
आशय की घोषणा करती है ; 

कोई व्यक्ति, जो उक्त अनुसूची में वर्णित भूमि में हितबद्ध है, 
उम तारीख से जिसको उक्त अधिनियम की धारा ३ की उपधारा ( 1 ) 
के अधीन राजपत्र में यथा प्रकाशित इस अधिसूचमा की प्रति साधारण 
जनता को उपलब्ध करा दी जाती है, इक्कीस दिन के भीतर, भूमि के 
नीचे पाइपलाइन बिछाए जाने के संबंध में , सक्षम प्राधिकारी, गैस अथॉरिटी 

ऑफ इंडिया लिमिटेड, दर्पण बिल्डिंग , प्रथम तल , आर. सी. दत्त रोड़, 
अल्कापुरी, वडोदरा - 390 005 ( गुजरात ) को लिखित रूप में आक्षेप 
भेज सकेगा । 


0- 14- 73 
0 -08-55 
0 -06- 73 
0 . 24- 95 
0 - 19 - 01 
0 - 23 - 88 
0 - 00 - 59 
0 -02- 85 
0 -22- 44 
0 - 07 - 12 
0 -05- 15 
0 - 16- 23 
0 - 28 - 51 


केनाल 


129 


130 
128/पैकी 
128/ पैकी 
कार्ट - ट्रेक 
127 
121 
122 


0 . 03 . 56 
0 - 05 -00 
0 - 25 - 89 
0 - 36 - 83 
0 - 21 -38 


124 


05- 15 -83 


बलसाड 


कुल : 
910 


बलसाड 


अनसाड 


बलसाक 


( 42) गोरगाम 


911 


अनुसूची 


जिला 


तहसीन 


सर्वे नंबर/ उ. का . अ . 
ग्लोक के लिए 
नंबर अर्जित की 

जाने वाली 


912 
923 
919 
918 
917 
949 


0 - 09- 42 
0 - 10- 74 
0 - 59 - 78 
0 .07-63 
0 - 19 -58 
0 - 16 - 13 
0 - 42 - 62 
0 - 39 - 17 
0 -08- 56 
0 -14-98 
0 - 11 - 85 
0 -04-03 
0 - 09 - 22 
0 -03- 75 
0 - 03 - 46 
0 - 30-19 


भूमि 


950 


( हेक्टर में ) 


951 
032 
993 


बलसाड 


बालसाद 


954 


( 40 ) 
प्रागानधारा 


637 


955 


636 


883 


कार्टट्रेक 


0 - 02- 30 


खाडी 
रोड 
601 
600 
रीवर 


882 


365 


366 


0 - 42 -17 
0 - 01 - 39 
0 - 06- 34 
0 .07-12 
0 - 21 - 74 
0 -02- 53 
0 - 32- 08 
0 - 43 - 74 
0 - 02 - 00 
0 -03 .56 
0 - 29 - 41 
0 - 02 -00 
0 - 07- 60 
0 -13- 78 
(0 - 02-97 
0 - 21- 50 
0 - 02- 50 


372 


881 
कार्टट्रेक 
217 
215 
फेलाल 
236 
237 
केनाल 
158 
247 


364 


0 - 51 -33 
0 - 34- 92 
0 - 04- 61 
0 - 43 - 78 
0 - 30 - 00 
0 -02 - 30 
0 - 20 - 74 
0 -25- 34 
0 .03. 46 
0 - 27 - 50 
0 - 04 00 
0 - 29- 95 
0 - 26 - 50 


371 


•377 
363 
कार - ट्रेक 
380 


150 


379 


151 
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- 


- 


- - 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- - 


- 


- 


- 


- - - 


- 


- 


- 


मलसाड 


मनसाइ 


मानसाङ 


बालसाइ 


( 42) गोरगाम 
- जारी 


( 44 ) फनसवाडा 458 
- जारी 462 


457 


152 
कारट्रेक 
103 
116 
105 
119 


_ 0- 11 - 52 

0 - 05 -76 
0 - 12-67 
0 - 19 - 50 
0 - 63 - 36 
0 - 00 - 50 
0 - 08 -50 
0 . 69 -12 
0. 05.50 
0 - 04 - 61 


कारट्रेक 
648 
केनान 


0 -03- 11 
0 - 11 - 25 
0 -11- 31 
0 - 02 -32 
0 - 24- 44 
0 -17-15 
0 - 20 - 25 
0 .34- 87 
0 - 01 - 21 
0 - 06- 49 
0 . 28 -07 


120 


651 


121 


653 


123 / पैकी 
केनाल 


654 
652 
646 


कुल 


07 . 98-87 


बलसाड 


( 43 ) प्रिमरा 


03. 99 - 75 


बलसाड 


कुल : 


120 


121 


मलसाड 


अलसाड 


( 45 ) 
कोचवाड़ा 


38 


203 


204 


37 
कारट्रेक 


208 


209 


19 


210 


20 


201 


0 - 15- 44 
0 - 65 -33 
0 - 97 - 42 
0 - 08-02 
0 - 16 -63 
0 - 29- 89 
0 - 20 -00 
0 - 36- 43 
0- 19 - 19 
0 - 43 - 71 
0 - 00 - 58 
01 - 00 - 29 
0 -02- 37 
0 - 16 -99 
0 - 26 -13 
0 - 45 -14 

0 - 42-76 
01 - 35-93 


30 


42 


29 


केनाल 


256 


0 - 01 - 19 
0 - 05 -94 
0 .13- 59 
0 - 32- 91 
0 - 03 - 71 
0 -06- 26 
0 - 12 - 25 
0 - 08- 08 
0 - 09 -18 
0 - 17 - 82 
0 -14- 20 
0 - 36 - 83 
0 - 13 - 80 
0 - 01 - 04 
0 -10- 70 
0 - 05- 05 
0 - 42 - 03 
0 .02 - 48 
0 -02- 98 


198 
199 
138 
144 


255 
रोड 


250 


143 


253 
251 
252 


139 


कुल : 


07 -22 -25 


136 
132 
131 


बलसाड 


बलसाड 


( 44 ) 
फनसवाडा 


395 


396 


02 - 56- 85 


कारट्रेक 


मलसाड 


बलसाड 


( 46 ) राबड़ा 


408 


620 
621 
622 


407 
405 
410 
406 


629 
639 


ड्रेन 


0 - 01 - 34 
0 .14.97 
0 -04- 80 
0 .02-03 
0 - 04-09 
0 - 02 - 06 
0 -10- 87 
0 - 10 - 84 
0 - 19 -90 
0 - 20 - 99 
0 -04- 76 
0 -02-09 
0 - 24-92 
0 - 10 - 49 
0 - 34. 00 
0- 24 . 00 
0 - 08 - 41 
0. 00 -95 
0 - 37. 77 


638 
635 
659 


442 


443 


636 


0 .03 .52 
0 - 21 - 38 
0 - 18 -74 
0 .06 - 20 
0 .02- 34 
0 -07- 89 
0 - 14- 25 
0 - 06 - 03 
0 - 01 -18 
0 - 03 - 15 
0 -26- 31 
0 -11 - 13 
0 - 02- 44 
0 -17- 86 
0 -14- 41 
0 - 00 - 30 
0 - 01 - 19 
0 - 13 - 82 


445 


653 


654 


444 


655 


449 
451 


656 
657 
खाडी 
696 
695 
710 


449/ पैकी 
459 
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A 


मलसाङ 


बलसाड 


बलसाड 


0 -09- 79 


बलसार 


बलसाड 


( 46) राबडा 
- - जारी 


711 
कारट्रेक 


( 55) गाडरिया 748 
- जारी 749 / पैकी 


712 


743 


713 


742 


694 


कारट्रेक 
693 
692 


750 
740 
751 / अ, ब 
केनाल 
621 
620 


677 


748 
747 
749 


623 


0 - 02 - 34 
0 -02- 54 
0 - 00 - 75 
0 -05-10 
0 - 06- 21 
0 - 06- 79 
0 - 14- 30 
0 - 20 - 46 
0 - 16- 24 
0 - 00 - 35 
0 . 23. 70 
0 -05- 23 
0 -05 - 25 
0 -15 - 00 
0 - 16- 00 
0 -01 - 99 
0 - 25 - 22 
0 - 11 - 82 
01 - 07 - 90 
0 - 10 - 69 
0 -03 - 79 


624 


771 


616 


625 
615 


408 


. 772 
770 
769 
768 
767 
कारट्रेक 
311 


0 - 30 - 89 
0 - 30 - 80 
0 - 01 - 25 
0 - 02- 85 
0 - 10 -68 
0 - 01-90 
0- 24 - 20 
0 -07- 12 
0 - 32 - 26 
0 - 09 - 30 
0 -05- 94 
0 - 23- 76 
0-02- 29 
0 - 05 - 94 
0 -03- 80 
0 - 21 -38 
0 -02- 37 
0 - 02 -05 
0 - 02 -68 
0 - 01 - 89 
0 - 01 - 01 
0 - 01 - 01 
0 - 02 -18 
0 - 02 -14 
0 -02-98 
0 - 02 -02 
0 -01- 02 
0 - 05 94 
0 - 02 -32 
0 - 02 - 85 
0 -02-85 
0 - 01 - 31 
0 - 04- 75 
0 . 17- 82 
0 - 22 . 49 
0 .08- 32 
0 - 40 - 39 
0 -03 - 56 
0 - 28- 51 
0 - 04- 75 


407 
405 
404 
403 
400 
406 
399 
398 
397 
396 


314 


313 
कारट्रेक 
310 


309 


401 


308 
307 
305 
306 


0 . 02- 83 
0 - 25 -44 
0 - 26 - 51 
0 . 12 - 17 
0 - 00 - 10 
0 - 15 - 35 
0 . 15- 44 
0 - 01 - 67 
0 - 26 - 09 
0 - 04. 75 


390 


391 


304 


392 
380 


303 
352 


379 


06 -13 - 98 


381 
382 
383 
385 


पलसाड 


बलसाड 


(55) गाउरिपा खाडी 

942 


रोड 


673 


671 


898 


673 


897 
903 


रोड 


06 .06 - 55 


904 


बलसाड 


अलसाड 


905 


0 - 13- 07 
0 .14. 57 
0- 11 - 32 
0 . 22- 57 
0 - 27- 79 
0 -02 - 85 
0 - 02. 37 
0 -02- 57 
0 - 02- 37 
0 - 60- 59 
0 -04-15 
0 - 10 - 69 
0 -07- 13 
0 - 04- 75 
0 -11 - 69 
0 - 16 - 63 
0 - 00 . 50 
0 - 08-32 


909 
910 


911 


कुल 
57 : अंजलाप 446 

421 
423 
केनाल 
422 
426 
429 
431 
430 


916 
917 
918 
919 
920 


0 - 72 -36 
0 - 19 - 50 
0 - 06 - 00 
0 - 18- 53 
0 - 06 -07 
0 - 36 - 87 
0 - 25 - 79 
0 - 01- 30 
0 - 01 - 01 
0 - 21 - 27 
0 - 34- 63 


414 


412 


[भाग I -खण्ड (i)] _ _ 


[ भाग - खण्ड 3(ii) ] 


_ भारत का राजपत्र: जून 15,2027 ज्येष्ठ 25,1924 


भारत का राजपत्र : जून 15, 2002/ ज्येष्ठ 25 , 1924 


5645 


5 


मलसाह 


बलसाठ 


बलसाठ 


बलसार 


62 : मुली 
- बारी 


93 


98 


96 


94 


97 . 


कारट्रेक 


148 


236 
239 


147 
145 
114 


0 -00 -10 
0 - 06 - 54 
0 - 03 - 51 
0 - 01 -02 
0 - 06- 73 
0 - 02 - 38 
0- 01 - 11 
0- 10 - 20 
0 - 03- 05 
0 - 07 -18 
0 - 09 - 58 
0 - 19- 00 
0 -01 -19 
0- 13- 07 
0 - 01 - 22 
0 - 04- 53 
0 - 04- 77 
0 - 05- 35 
0 . 01 - 05 
0 .02-97 


115 


245 


116 
140 


240 


118 


57 : अजलाब 413 0 - 02- 07 
- जारी कारट्रेक 0 - 09 - 37 

410 0 - 06 - 40 
409 0 - 24- 35 
408 0 - 47 - 58 
403 0 - 11 - 17 
406 0 - 07 - 03 
404 0 . 52. 90 

0 - 02 - 73 
0 - 20- 65 
0 - 26 - 48 
0- 03- 24 
0 -03- 56 

0 - 09-15 
242 0 - 01 - 89 
241 0 - 24-34 
232 0 - 01 - 48 

0 . 57 -90 
230 0 . 18- 45 

कुल 05- 74- 47 
61 : ओवाडा 378 

378/पैकी 
378/ पैकी 01 - 22 - 36 

0 - 72- 47 
375 0 - 61- 13 
446 0 . 78 - 42 
447 0 - 32- 63 
449 0 - 58- 83 
448 0 -07-03 
450 0 -01 - 08 

0 - 09 - 08 


126 


125 


120 


231 


119 


124 
123 
फेनाल 
121 


बलसाड 


बलसाड 


0 - 06 - 51 
0 - 11- 75 
0 - 04- 08 


122 


327 


02- 77 - 10 


बलसाड 


बलसाड 


फुल 
63 : धनोरी - 3 275 

284 


0 - 18 - 00 
0 - 50 - 10 
0 - 11- 85 
0 - 19- 20 


287 


खाडी 


288/ पैकी 
केनाल 
288 
1327 
1326 
केलाल 
332 
333 
345 


0 -12 .75 
0 - 60 - 75 
0 - 25- 84 
0 . 14- 23 


04 - 43 -04 


बलसाड 


बलसाड 


62 : मुली 


489 


26 


351 
346 


0 - 01 - 44 
0 -07- 13 
0 . 04- 73 
0 - 07-10 
0 - 03- 56 
0 - 16- 63 
0 - 03- 56 
0 - 00 - 75 
0 . 06 -10 
0 -17- 67 
0 . 01 .87 
0 - 11 - 93 
0 - 01 - 79 
0 - 12- 67 
0 - 03 . 19 
0- 12 - 00 
0 - 03- 05 
0 - 28 -51 
0 . 06 -53 


347 
350 
349 
354 
717 
716 


0 - 13- 08 
0 - 09- 83 
0 - 07- 65 
0 . 03 -50 
0 - 17- 21 
0 - 01 - 76 
0 - 01 - 05 
0 - 18- 50 
0 - 01 - 45 
0 - 02- 25 
0 . 31 - 43 
0 - 22 - 42 
0 - 26 .32 
0 - 01 - 85 
0 - 56. 40 
0 - 12- 00 
0 .03.15 
0 - 24-65 
0 - 06 -04 


44 


843 


रोड 
11 /पैकी 


844 
847 
849 
कारट्रेक 
956 


68 


95 


848 
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- 


- 


1 


2 


बलसाह 


बलसार 


बलसाड 


बलसाह 


957 


0 - 08 - 34 


65 / 66 
ठपुरवाला 
कावणाहारी 
जारी 


875 
876 
कारट्रेक 
838 
837 
834 


3 
63 : भमोरी - 3 
- जारी 

958 
955 
959 
960 
964 
963 
965 
953 
967 
966 
948 
947 
944 
माउन्ड्री ऑफ 
लेक 
946 
941 
940 


0 - 08 - 15 
0 -02 - 50 
0 - 07 - 20 
0 -08 - 25 
0 -04 - 31 
0 - 14- 49 
0 - 13- 30 
0 - 15 - 00 
0 - 01 - 50 
0 - 05 - 63 
0 - 01 - 73 
0 - 02- 35 
0 - 01- 25 


831 


832 


823 


819 
822 
820 


821 


816 


0 - 01 - 80 
0 - 00 - 94 
0 - 04- 05 
0 -08 - 40 
0 - 08 - 20 
0 - 02-04 


0 -07- 50 
0 - 21 - 00 
0 . 09 . 00 
0 - 16 . 50 
0 - 15 -00 
0 - 72 .00 
0 - 11 - 25 
0 -04- 50 
0- 25 - 75 
0 -01 - 25 
0 - 07- 50 
0 . 15- 00 
0- 03 - 50 
0 - 13 -11 
0 - 13 - 11 
0 - 03 - 98 
0. 01 . 13 
0 -02 -02 
0 - 02 - 40 
0 -03- 00 
0 - 01 - 80 
0 .02 -40 
0 - 01 - 20 
0 - 03- 00 
0 - 03 - 00 
0 -02- 22 
0 - 40 - 20 
0 -03- 60 
0 - 10 - 20 
0 -12-68 
0 - 10 - 80 


939 


938 
बाउन्ड्री ऑफ 


815 
809 
807 
808 
806 
805 
804 
799 
802 
801 
800 
782 


लेक 


1070 
1071 
रोड 
1121 
1122 
1123 
1129 
1131 
1130 


791 


0 -02-55 
0 - 24. 65 
0 - 03- 85 
0 - 07- 50 
0 -02- 56 
0 -17- 33 
0 - 04- 05 
0 - 01 - 82 
0 -07- 05 
0 -04. 86 
0 -13-95 
0 - 09 - 38 
0 . 13 -96 
0 - 08 - 13 
0 -05- 48 
0 -14- 55 
0 - 05- 00 
0 - 14- 85 
0 - 08 - 07 


792 
786 
785 


1132 


1133 


फेमाल 
746 


रोड 


1152 


1153 


751 
750 
748 


749 


1149 
1148 
1151 
1145 


735 


737 


07- 63 - 76 


700 


696 


बलसाड 


बलसाड 


673 


65/ 66 
ठकुरवाडा 
कात्रणाहारी . रीवर 

856 


674 


0 - 33 - 00 
0 - 03 - 90 
0 - 02 - 40 
0 - 05- 10 
0 - 05- 10 
0 -04- 20 
0 . 02- 10 
0 - 24. 00 
0 -19- 20 
0 - 04- 20 
0 . 01 - 80 
0 - 01 - 80 
0 - 01 - 80 
0 - 00 -60 
0 - 02 - 40 
0 - 04- 80 
0 - 12- 00 
0 .04- 80 
0 - 06 -10 
0 - 02- 38 
0 - 02- 77 


855 


0 - 29 - 70 
0 - 07 - 30 
0 - 17- 25 
0 - 09- 00 
0 - 24- 30 
0 - 15. 75 
0 -38-25 
0 -10. 00 
0 -19 -00 
0 . 31 - 50 
0 - 49-50 


857 
854 
· 850 
849 
846 
847 
रीवर 
839 


675 
676 
672 
670 
678 
677 
रोड 
356 
357 
358 


[ भाग 


- खण्ड 3(ii) 
- खण्ड 3(ii ) ] 


_ _ _ 
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_ 


_ _ _ 
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- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- - 


- 


- 


n 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- - 


- 


- 


- 


- - 


- 


वलसाड 


मलसाड 


350 


23 
पालड़ी 

(47) सोपलवार 
- बारी 304/ 1, 

2 0 - 15 - 99 
301 / 1 , 2 , 3 0 - 03- 21 
288 0 - 00 - 19 
299 0 - 19 - 29 
298 0 -13- 30 
296/ 1 , 2 0 - 06 - 01 
297/1 , 

2 0 - 27 - 75 
295/ 1, 2 , 3 0 -17- 25 
291/ 1 , 2 
291/ 3- अ , ब , क 
291/ 4 - 5 
291 / 6 0 -23. 19 
294 0 -03- 49 
कारट्रेक 0 - 14- 26 
375 0 . 06 - 61 
378 / 1 0 -06- 30 
379 0 - 22 -50 
380 

0 - 85 - 46 
381 / 1 , 2 0 -31 - 29 
382 0 -00- 19 


65 /66 
ठमुरवाडा 
कान्त्रणहारी 359 0 -05.38 
- जारी गवनमैट - लेन्ड 0 - 05 - 35 

353 0 - 03 . 20 
354 0 - 00 - 36 
•352 0 - 05-94 

0 - 01 . 74 
393 0 - 06 -09 
349 

0 - 35 - 05 
404 0 - 03-56 
411 

0 - 00 - 89 

0 - 11 - 88 
409 0 -01- 38 
408 0 - 04- 75 
407 

0 - 11 - 88 
415 

0 - 22 -57 
316 

0 - 02 -06 
315 

0 - 01 - 54 
0 - 06- 00 

0 - 02 - 37 
309 0 - 02 - 37 
308 

(0 - 00 - 68 
310 

0 - 13- 66 
253 

(0 - 42- 77 

0 - 08- 32 
251 

(0 - 00 - 28 
250 

0 -02- 02 
241 0 - 21- 38 

() - 17 - 82 

0 - 35 -64 
खाड़ी 0 - 09 - 50 


410 


313 


314 


07- 89- 52 


वलसाड 


पालडी 


252 


. 240 


239 


09 - 86 - 75 


वलसाड 


वलसाड़ 


पालड़ी 


( 47) 


सोडलवाड 


रीवर 


0 - 69. 00 
68/ 1, 2, 3 0 -23-00 
67 

(0 - 02- 00 

0 - 30 - 01 
63/ 1 , 2 , 

3 0 - 09 -01 
62/ 1 , 2 , 3 , 
4, 5, 6 , 

7 0 - 4500 
61/ 1, 2, 3, 4 0 - 12. 00 
660/ अ , ब 0 - 54- 01 
59 / अस 0 . 03- 99 
57 0 -06- 51 
58/1 , 2,3 0 - 36000 
कारट्रेक 0 . 07. 51 
256/ 1 ,2 0 -07- 51 
ड्रेन 0 - 11- 24 
313 / 1 , 2, 3, 40- 61 - 78 
109 / 1, 2 , 0 - 38-99 
307/ 2 
307/ 1 , 2 
307 / 1 (0- 27-99 
306/ 1 , 

2 0 - 04- 99 
305/ 1, 

2 0 - 36 -50 


( 48) सोनवाडा खाडी 0 - 21 -38 

140 / 1 , 2 0 - 08- 50 
141 0 - 19 - 00 
142 0 -13- 06 
163 0 - 35 .04 
162 0 -24. 94 
144 / 1, 2, 3 , 
4, 5 , 6 , 7, 

8 0 - 26 - 96 
159 / 1 , 2 0 -00- 79 
158 0 - 00 -61 
145 0 - 21 - 71 
146 / 1 0 - 08- 80 
147 / 1 , 2 0 - 17- 22 
155 / 1, 2, 3 0 . 21 -97 
1300 - 43 . 75 
केनाल 0 -15- 29 
151 

0 - 06 - 52 
152 0 -05- 14 
253 / 1 , 2, 3,40 -11 - 28 
254 0 . 20 -19 
257/ 1, 2, 

30-14- 25 
258/ 1 , 2, 

3 0 - 07- 12 
262/ 1, 2,30-07 - 12 
261 0 .07- 75 
267/ 1 , 

2 0 - 10- 09 
265/1, 2 0 . 21- 38 
274/1 , 2,30- 11 -48 
275 / 1 , 2 , 3 , 
4, 5 ,6 0 - 10- 69 
273 / 4 , 5 ,60 - 09 -90 
2760 -02- 37 
277 0 - 09 - 50 


1782GI/2002 - 12 
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- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


बलसास 


पालडी 


0 -11 -88 


वलसाड 


0 - 19 - 00 


(48) सोमवाडा 278 
- जारी 

279/ 1 
कारट्रेक 
389 
388 


390 


396/ 1 , 2 
397 / 1 , 

2 
387 
387/ पैकी 


0 - 00-02 
0 - 09- 70 
0 -06 - 33 
0 - 01 -58 

0 -16- 63 
0 - 13 - 86 

0 .12. 48 
0 . 12. 48 
0 - 19- 60 
0 - 24 . 94 
0 .34- 24 
0 - 40 - 60 
0 - 33- 26 
0 - 38- 60 
0 - 31 - 77 
0 - 52 - 86 


23 
पालडी ( 49) रोहीणा 65 0 - 43-85 
- जारी खाडी0 - 14- 15 

147/1 /पैकी 
147/ 

2 0 - 71 - 27 
रोड 0 - 08- 32 
138/पैकी/1 
138/ पैकी/ 3 
138/ पैकी/ 4 
138/पैकी/ 5 
138/ पैकी/ 6 0 - 27 - 32 
रोड 0 - 08 -43 
527 
527/ पैकी 0 - 69- 98 
523 / पैकी 0 . 53 .35 


. 402 


403 
405/ 2 . अ 


406 
407 


498 


414 


09 


415 
416/ 5 - अ 
463 
462/ पैकी 
462 / 

1 
462/ 2. 

3 
खाडी 
461 


0 
0 


0 - 40 - 39 
. 16- 90 
- 10 - 69 
0 . 20 - 63 
0 - 02- 40 


वलसाड 


वलसाड 


पालडी 


पालडी 


45 


कुल 09. 04 .64 
( 49 ) रोहीणा खाडी0 -12- 96 
47/पैकी 0- 56 -32 

0 - 21 - 38 
44/ पैकी 0 - 24. 94 
केनाल 0 . 08 .52 
43 0 . 06 .48 
42 0. 19 .96 
38/1 , 2, 3, 
4 , 5, 6, 

7 0 - 04- 45 
39 /1/पैकी 
39/ 1/ 1 
39/ 1 / 2 
39/ 1 / 9 


498/1 /पैकी 
498/2/पैकी 0.61 .67 
522 
522/1 , 2 , 3 
4 , 5 

0 -04 - 11 
499 
499/ पैकी 0 - 01- 78 
500 
520/ पैकी1 0. 03 . 86 
520 / पैकी/2 0 -19 - 59 
501 0 -12 -33 
519 
519/ पैकी/ 

10- 01 - 90 
518/ पैकी 
518/पैकी, 
1 , 2 , 

3 0 - 21- 97 
515/ 1, 

2 0 - 23 - 76 
514/ पैकी/ 
1, 2, 3 0 - 20 - 79 
503 0 - 03- 01 

0 - 02- 97 
512 0 - 08- 11 
511 0 - 62- 86 

0 -14- 06 
510 0 . 17 - 82 

0 - 15- 11 

0 -16- 03 
480 

0 - 14 - 02 
481 0 -16-63 
482 0 - 21 - 38 


304 


509 


39 / 2 /पैकी 
39/ 3 


485 


0- 26 - 53 
0 - 02 - 21 
0 - 10 - 69 


484 


37 
36/पैकी 
36 
582 
34/ पैकी 


0 - 08 -98 


0 - 16 -63 


10 - 79 - 29 


35/ पैकी 


0 - 36 - 91 


बलसार 


पारडी 


(50) कापरली 38 


63 


39 


63/पैकी 
64 


कारट्रेक 


42 


0 - 02-38 
0 - 52- 57 
0 -02- 37 
0 - 00- 05 
0 - 26 - 50 
0 - 09- 30 
0 - 11 - 88 


0 - 01 - 18 
0- 18- 91 
0 - 02- 97 
0 - 26 -14 
0 -16- 63 


रोड 


19 


66 


17 


583 


18 


[ भाग - खण्ड 3 (ii) ] 


भारत का राजपत्र : जन 15 , 2002/ पेष्ठ 25, 1924 


5649 


. 


. 


. 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- - 


- 


- 


- 


पारही 


LUK 


0 - 21 -88 


बलसार 


पारखी 


( 50) फापरली 14 
- जारी 15 


(50 ) कापरली 271 
- जारी 271/पैकी 


0- 21 : 00 
0- 22 - 50 


270 


254/पैकी 
254 
257 
256 


0 - 19 . 00 
0 .07- 50 
0-42-00 
0 - 42- 00 
0 - 19 - 70 
0 - 42- 77 


खाडी 


0 - 02 - 38 


8/ 2 /1 - अ 0 -06 - 00 

0 - 12-00 
540/ 1 , 2, 
3 , 4 0- 07 - 50 
541/ 2 , 3 , 
4, 5 ___ 0- 29 - 25 
543 / 1 , 4 
543/ 2 -3 0 .02- 38 
5090 - 16 - 12 
510/1 / पैकी 


कुल 


08- 92 - 67 


बलसाठ 


पारडी 


( 51) 
लवाण 


510 / 2 , 3 , 


पेमाल 


227 


183 


268 


290 


259 0 - 26 - 73 
258 0 - 44.55 
260/ 1 . 2 0 - 21 - 03 
256 0 - 49 - 06 
255 0 - 10- 45 
261 0 -37- 07 

0 - 04 - 50 
231 0 - 70 - 89 
229 / 1, 

2 0 -30 - 89 
230 / 1 
230/ 2/3/ पैकी 0 .14- 26 
228 0 - 01 - 58 

0 - 21 -38 
226 

0 - 18 - 77 
225 0 . 02- 61 

0 - 27 - 32 
291 0 -03- 36 

0 -12- 66 
289 0 - 50- 29 
रोड 0 - 05 -94 
298 0 - 15-08 
299/ 1, 2,3 0 .16- 77 
297/ पैकी 
297/1 /पैकी 
297/2/ पैकी 
297/ 3 0 -03 - 17 
304 0 - 19 - 44 
301/ 1, 2, 3 0 - 04- 63 
303 0 - 38-02 
305 0 -33- 26 
308/ 1 , 2 
308/ 3 / 2 
308 / 3 / 5 0 . 10 . 93 
309 0- 71 - 28 
दमणगंगा 
नदी 0 . 19 . 01 
321 0 - 06 - 40 
316 0 . 17- 80 
311 0 - 14- 28 
315 0 - 41 -58 


510 / 4 
510 / 3 0 - 05 - 63 
1507/ 1 
507/ 2 - 1 
507/ 2/ 2/पैकी 
507/ 2/ 3/ पैकी 
507/ 2, 4 
507/ 2 / 5/ 2 
507/ 2/ 3/पैकी 
507/ 3 0 - 22 - 50 
185 0- 07 - 25 
184 0 .17. 50 
182 0 . 06 . 00 

0 . 10 - 00 
193 0 - 08- 45 
179 / 1 . 2 0 - 10 - 80 
198 0 - 09. 75 
197 0 -15. 75 

0 .16 - 50 

0 - 01- 30 
202/ 1 - 2 
202/ 2 - 1 
202 / 2 - 

3 0 - 28- 55 
204 / 1 - 

2 0 - 16 - 15 
285 / 1 - 

2 0 - 26- 75 
*293 0 - 00 - 25 
284/ पैकी 0 - 10 - 30 
282/1 - 

2 0 - 39 - 20 
281 0 - 06 - 30 
280 
280 / 2 0 - 42 - 45 
236 /पैकी 0 . 05- 25 
2370 - 23- 25 
238/ 1, 

2 0 - 17 -25 
239 0 - 01 - 25 
240/ पैकी 0 - 19 - 50 
277/ पैकी 0 - 16 - 05 
277/ पैकी 0 .16- 05 
2760 - 09 - 45 
275/पैकी 0-35- 75 


199 
286 


0 - 00 


कुल 


07- 65 - 20 


- 


- - 


- 


- - 


- 


5650 
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- 


- 


- - 


- 


पारडी 


54 : बरह : 


0 - 30 - 00 


बलसाड 


पारडी 


79 / ] 
79 / 2 


मालो 


58 : नानी 
तंबाड़ी 
-- आरी 


78/ 1 
78/ 2 


80 
केनाल 
85 


0 - 57 - 50 
0 -13- 40 
0 - 29- 25 
0 -07- 80 
0 - 06 - 00 


276 / 4 / 3 
276/ 5 
276 / 6 
240/1/ पैकी 
240/1/ पैकी 
240/1 /पैकी 
240 / 2 
240/ 3 


कुल 


01 - 41 - 95 


बलसाड 


0 - 99 - 79 
0 - 09 -50 
0 - 23 - 76 
0 - 28 -51 
0 - 30 - 89 
0 - 09 - 50 


बलसाह 


पारसी 


पारडी 


58 : नानी 


: नानी 


संबाडी 


315 
318 
317 
328 
329 / पैकी 
329 /पैकी 
329/ पैकी 
329 
3290 
330/ पैकी 
330/ पैकी 


- 35- 64 


रोवर 0 -19- 00 
263/1/ पैकी 
263/1/ पैकी 
263/ 2, 3, 
4 , 5 0 - 63 - 20 
264/ पैकी 
264/ पैकी 
264/ पैकी 
264/ पैकी 
. 264/ पैकी 0 .05 . 70 
272 0 - 11 - 88 
269 / 1/ 1 
269 /1/ 2/पैकी 
269/ 1/3/पैकी 
269/1/ 4/पैकी 0- 30 . 88 
269/ 1/ 5/पैकी 
269 / 2 
269 / 3 
269 / 4 


रोड 


0 -09- 50 
0 -07-13 
0 - 19 - 01 


331/ 1 , 2,3 
332 / 1 . 2 . 3 


4, 5 , 6 , 


8 , 9 ,10 ,11 , 


0 . 17 - 82 


269 / 5 


0 - 24- 95 


333/पैकी 
333/पैकी 
333 पैकी 
333 /पैकी 
334/ 1 
334/ 2 
334 / 3 / 1 
334/ 3 / 2 
335 / 1 . 2 , 3 , 
335/ 4 / 1 
335 / 4 / 2 
335 / 4/ 3 
335 / 4/ 4 
335/ 4 / 5 
335 / 4 / 6 


0 - 07 - 13 


0 -12-33 
0 -19- 01 


270 0 -27- 56 
270 
271 0 -12-83 
248/1/पैकी 
248/ 2 
248/1 वत्ता2/ पैकी 
248/1पत्ता2 / पैकी 
248 /1वसा2/पैकी 

0 -07- 13 
रोड 0 -04- 75 
247/ पैकी 
247 /पैकी 0- 35 . 64 
" 244/ 1 
244/ 2 
244/ 3 
244 / 4 
244 / 5/ 1 
244 / 5/ 

2 0 - 24- 56 
276/1/ पैकी 
276/ 1/पैकी 
276/1/पैकी 0 - 11 - 08 
276/ 1/ 3/ पैकी 
276/1/3/ पैकी 
276/1/ 4/ पैकी 
276 / 4/ 2 


338/ 1 
338 / 2 
338/ 3 / 1 
338/ 3 / 

2 


0 . 14- 97 


337/ 1 
337/ 2 / 1 
337/ 2 / 2 
337/ 2/ 3 
337/ 3/ 1 
337 / 3 / 2 
337/ 3 / 2 
337 / 3 / 3 
331/ 3/ 3 
337 / 4 
337/ 5 / 2 
337/ 5 / 1 


[ भाग II - खण्ड 3 (ii ) ] 
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- 


- 


- 


- 


- - 


- 


- 


- - - 


- 


बलसाड 


पारडी 


अलसाड 


पारडी 


(0 - 61 - 77 


38 : नानी 
संबाडी 
-~ जारी 


59 : कराया 
- -- आरी 


337/ 6 
337/ 7/ 1 
337/ 7 , 8, 

9 
रोख 


0 - 35 - 64 
0 - 04-75 
0 - 23 . 76 


368 


62 


60 


56 


78 

0 - 42- 13 

0 -18- 06 
79 0 - 18 -22 
सरकार - जमीन 0- 09 - 50 

0 - 01 . 00 
0 - 42- 25 
0 - 11 - 40 

0 - 38-02 
कारट्रेक 0 . 11- 88 

0 .01 -98 
45 

0 -65-74 
40 

0 -54- 65 
0 - 33- 26 
0 - 23- 76 


JU 


44 


39 


0 - 68 - 90 


रोबर 


अलसाड 


पारडी 


0 - 13 - 31 
0 -04- 75 


372 /1अ 
372 / 1 / म 
372 / 1/ क 
372 / 2 
372/ 3 
372 / 4 
372/ 5 
372/ 6 
372/ 7 
372/ 8/ पैकी 
372 / 8 
371 / 1 
371 / 1 
371/ 2 
371 / 3 
371 / 4 
371 / 5 
ड्रेन 
363 / 1 
363 / 2 / 1 
363/ 2 / 2 
363 / 4 / 3 
363/ 3 
. 363/ 5 
363/ 6 / 1 
363 / 6 / 2 
363 / 7 
362 
34/ पैकी 
34/ पैकी 
33/पैकी 
33/ पैकी 
35 
37/ 1/पैकी 
37/ 2 
37/1/पैकी 


कुल 05- 93 - 84 
60 : खोरलाव 51 

0 - 05 - 23 
50 
30/ पैकी 
30/ पैकी 
30 / पैकी 

(0 . 23- 76 
46 0 . 00- 75 
44 0 . 01- 78 

0 - 03 - 56 
43/ 2 
43/ 2 
43 / 1 / 
43 / 1 / अ 
43/1/ A/ पैकी 0 . 43 -96 
42 
42/ पैकी 

0 - 11- 88 


9 - 11 - 88 
0 -16 - 63 


0 - 43- 21 


0 -16 - 06 


41 


0 - 11 - 88 


0 - 12 - 00 


41/ पैकी 
40 
40/ पैकी 
36 
36/ पैकी 


0. 15 - 44 


0 - 23 - 76 


08-98- 30 


36/ पैकी 


पारडी 


मलसास 


59 : कराया 


0- 14- 26 


91 


90 


36 / पैकी 
35 
35/पैकी 
27 
28 
28/ पैकी 
28/ पैकी 


0 - 29 - 70 
0-03.56 


96 


0 - 09 . 50 
0 .07- 60 
0 - 31- 60 
0 -03 -56 
0 . 45 - 62 
(0 . 03 -09 
0 . 05- 70 
0 - 07 - 13 
0 - 01 - 27 
0 - 30- 89 
(0 -14-26 


97 


0 . 49 - 90 


००० 


बलसार 


पारडी 


64 : अंबाच 


86 
86/ पैकी 
86/पैकी 
86/पैकी 
86/ पैकी 


कुल 02 -15. 68 
खाडी0 -06- 00 
869/1/ पैकी 
869/1 / पैकी 
869 / 2 
869 / 

1 0 .37- 50 
870/1 / पैकी 
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- 


- 


- 


1 


2 


3 


4 


बलसाड 


पारडी 


बलसाह 


पारडी 


64 : अंबाथ 
जारी 


64 : अंगाच 
- जारी 


873 
879 


870/2/ पैकी 
870/1/ पैकी 0- 15- 00 
872 /पैकी 
872 /पैकी 
872 0 - 59 .40 

0 - 13- 07 

0 - 24 - 00 
878 0 . 04- 75 
* 877/ 1 , 2, 

0 - 33 - 00 
876 / 1 , 2 

0 - 07- 50 
796 / पैकी 
796 / पैकी 
796/ पैकी 0 - 00 -50 
795/ 1, 2,3, . 


3 , 4 


3 , 4 


4 , 5 , 6 , 


74012/पैकी 
740/3 /पैकी 
740 / 3 
740/3पैकी 
740/ 3/ पैकी 
740/3/ पैकी 
740-/3/ पैकी 
74013 /पैकी 
740/3/ पैकी 
740/3/ पैकी 
740/3पैकी 
740/ 3/ पैकी 0- 09- 35 
741/ पैकी 0-21-57 
743 / 3 
743 / 1 , 2 , 4 , 
5 , 6 

0 -02- 25 
742/ 3 
74213 / पत्ता4/ 1 
742/ 1/ 2वत्ता2 / 1 
742 / 1 / अ 
742/ 1 / 
742/7/ पैकी 
742/ 1 / 1 / अ 
742 / 3 / 2 / अ 
742 / 3 / 2 / अ 
742 /3 / 2/ 
742/ 3/ 43114/ 2 
742/ 3/4वत्ता4/ 2 
74277 / पैकी 
742 /7/ पैकी 
742/ 6 0 - 82 - 92 
744 / 1 
744 / 2 / 1 
744/ 3 
744/ 4 
744/ 5 
744 / 6 0 -09- 50 
749 / 2 
749 / 

1 0 -08-32 
750 / 1 - 
750 / अ/ पैकी 
750 / 1 / 
750 / 2/ 4 
750 / 2 / अ 
750 / 3/ अ 
750 / 4 
750 / 4 
750 / 5 
750 / 11 
750 / 8, 9 
750 / 7 
750 / 12, 13, 
14.15. 16, 17. 
18, 19 
750 / 3 / 
750 / 3 / अ 
750 / 6 

0 - 4500 
748 / पैकी 
748/ पैकी 0 - 04- 49 


7, 8, 9 , 10 
795/8/ पैकी 0 . 10. 69 
775 / 1 
775 / 2 
775 / 3 
775 / 

4 0 - 14- 26 
776 /1, 2,3,40-32- 08 
गवमैट - लेन्ड 0- 15 - 44 
778 / 1 
778/ 2 
778/2/ पैकी 
778/2/ पैकी 
778 / 2 
778 / 3, 4 , 
778/ 5 , 6 0 - 21 . 00 
* 772 10 - 04- 00 
779/ पैकी 
779 /पैकी 0 - 20- 89 

()- 04. 50 
770 0 - 30 - 00 
769 
769 / पैकी 
769 /पैकी 
769 / पैकी 
769/ पैकी 
769/ पैकी 0 - 51 - 00 
763/ पैकी/1/ 2 
763/ 2 / क 
763/ 2 / ब 
763/ 2 / अ 
763 / 4 
763/ 3 
763 / 2 / 

3 0 - 15 - 00 
740 / 1 
740/ 1/ पैकी 
740/1 /पैकी 
740/1 /पैकी 
740/ 2 
740/ 2/ पैकी 


रोड 
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I 


- 


- 


बलसाड 


पारडी 


64 : अंबाप 


बलसाड 


पारडी 


477 


67 : सुखोस 
- जारी 


716 


छोहन 
479 
481 
484 
483 
469 
468 
452 
453 
454 
461 
460 
462 


0- 72 -00 
0 - 10 - 50 
0 - 09. 75 
0 . 13 -50 
0 -31. 50 
0 - 66- 00 
0 - 03 - 00 
0 - 40 - 50 
0 - 03- 90 
0 - 41 -10 
0 - 22- 50 
0 . 34. 50 
0 -46- 50 
0 -18- 60 
0 -03- 60 
0 -06. 00 


04 - 48-95 


बलसाड 


उमरगाम 


52 : 
कचीगाम 


10 


714/ 1 
714/ 2/ 1 
714/ 2 / 2 / 
714 / 2 / 2 / अ 0 - 52 - 50 
567/ पैकी 
567 / पैकी 
567/पैकी 
567/ पैकी 0 -4500 
566 / 3 / 
566 / 3 / 4 
566 / 2 
566/ 1 0 . 16. 45 
568 0 - 04-15 
. 571 / 3 
571/ 2 / 2 / 
571 / 1 / 1 / 2 / 1 
571/ 

1 0 - 02 - 87 
5690 - 55 - 50 
549 / पैकी 
549 / 3 
549 / 2 / अ 
549 / 1 / 
549/ 2/ 

4 0 - 11 . 40 
कारट्रेक 0 - 06 - 00 
546/ पैकी 
546/ पैकी 
546 / पैकी 
546/ पैकी 0 . 09 - 74 
548 / 1 
548/1 / पैकी 
548 / 2 
548/ 2/पैकी 
548/ 3/ अ 
548/ 3/ ब 0 . 63 - 75 
547/ 2 
547/1/ पैकी 
547/1/पैकी 0 - 09 -00 
कोलक - रीवर 0-38.02 
515/ 1 
515/ 2 , 3 . 4 
515/ 3 0 - 13- 50 
514/ 1 
514/ 2 0 -19- 48 
कारट्रेक 0 - 09 - 00 
513 

0 - 21 - 38 
528/ 1 , 2,40- 14 - 26 
527 0 -11 -62 
529/ 1, 2, 3 0. 23 - 76 
330/ पैकी 
530/ पैकी 0 - 40- 39 
510 
510/ 2 / 1 
510 / 2/ 

2 0 - 22 : 62 


192 / अ . 01 -18 - 21 
181 0 - 26 -14 

0 - 11 - 88 

01 - 06 -92 
4/पैकी 

0 . 48 - 71 
1/पैकी 0 -32. 08 
47/ 1 
47/2/ पैकी 0 - 24 .99 
44 / 1 
44/14/पैकी 
44 / 1/ 

6 0 -02 -13 
46 / 1 , 2 
46/ 2 /पैकी 0 - 29 - 40 
4 / 1 
4/ 2 / पैकी 
4 / 3 / 4 01- 32 . 95 
57/ 1, 

2 0 - 53-97 
144 / 1, 

2 0 - 26. 11 
115 0 -07-92 
167/12 0 - 34- 45 
168/ 1 , 2 0 - 32 - 07 
125 / 1 , 2 0 - 16 -63 
194 0 - 09 -84 
126पैकी 0 - 22 - 17 
129 / 1 , 2 
129/ 2/पैकी 0 - 01 - 78 
170 / 1 
170/1/ पैकी 
170 / 3 0 . 01 - 78 
128 01 -04-54 
97 

0 - 08 . 13 
98/1/पैकी 
98/ 2/ पैकी 
98/ 3/ पैकी 
98/ 3 


11 - 09 - 88 


पारडी 


67 : सुखोस 


कुल 
257 
रोड 


0 - 21 - 00 


0 - 04- 50 
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TV - nm 


1 


2 


लसाड 


उमरगाम 


52 : 
- ART 


yor 


0 - 32 -08 


98 /4 /497 
9571/94 
95/ 1 
93 /2 
93/ 1/4477 
93/2 /4967 


0 -19 - 70 


0 -39 - 20 


09 - 53 - 78 


बलसाड 


HATA 


53 : 34MTE 


New Delhi, the 3rd June, 2002 
S . O . 1963. — Whereas , it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transportation of natural gas through Hazira -Uran 
Pipeline Project in Gujarat State, a pipeline should be laid 
by the Gas Authority of India Limited ; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline , it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under 
which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub -section (1 ) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipeline (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act , 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
dcclares its intention to acquire the right of user therein . 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said Schedulc may, within twenty -onc days from the date 
on which the copics of this notification issued under sub 
section ( 1) of section 3 of the said Act, as published in the 
Gazette of India are made available to the generalpublic , 
object in writing to the laying of the pipeline under the land 
to the Competent Authority, Gas Authority of India Limited , 
Darpan Building , 1st Floor, R . C . Dutt Road , Alkapuri, 
Vadodara - 3900X05 (Gujarat). 

SCHEDULE 


District 


Tohsil 


Tehsil 


Village 


Suryoy 
No . 
Block 
No 


Land to be 

Acquired 
for R . O) U . 
in llcclarca 


147 0 -09- 50 
माला 0 -04 - 50 
1792- 0-43- 00 
माला 0 -01- 50 
146 0 . 08 -00 

2 - RR 0 - 38 - 50 
142 0 - 10 - 50 

0 - 21. 00 
143 0 - 06 .00 

22 0 27 -00 
1600 - 10 -00 
1992 - 0 - 20 - 30 
461 0 - 13- 00 

172 0 -45 -00 
1940 - 16 - 50 
1942 - a 0 -55-00 
238 0 - 07- 30 
237 0 -02- 85 
To 0 - 09- 50 
केताल 

0 -07 - 50 

0 . 19 - 50 
303 0 - 57- 00 

0 - 04 - 50 
209 0 -61- 50 
232 0 - 09 -00 

0 - 31 - 00 
256 0 - 18. 00 
257 0 - 19 - 50 
1912 0. 18 -90 
276 09 -07 -50 
14 sta 0-66-00 
2290 - 21- 00 

2 0 - 16 - 50 
268 0 -01- 30 
26 0 - 12 - 50 
270 0 -07- 50 
772 0 - $ 3 . 50 


Valsad 


Valsad 


239 


(40 ) 
Vngaldhara 637 

636 
Khadi 
Road 


236 


601 
600 
River 


253 


365 


366 


372 


364 


371 


0 -42- 17 
0 - 01 - 39 
() - 06 - 34 
0 -07- 12 
0 -21- 74 
0 -02 - 53 
0 - 32-08 
() - 4 .3 - 74 
0 - 02 - 00 
() -(0) 3 - 56 
0 - 29 - 41 
0 -02 - 00 
()- 07 -60 
() -13-78 
0 -02 - 97 
0 - 21- 50 
0 -02- 50 
() - 14 - 73 
0 -08 - 55 
0 - 06 - 73 
() -24 -95 
0 - 19 -01 
0 - 23 - 88 


377 
363 
carl-track 
380 
379 
428 
381 
407 
383 
406 
390 


young 


07- 83 . 95 
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2 


404 


Valsad 


Valgad 


(43) Tighara 120 

121 


, 403 


38 


37 


0 -00 - 59 
0 -02-85 
0 - 22 - 44 
0 -07- 12 
0 -05- 15 
0 - 16 - 23 
()- 28 - 31 
0 - 03 - 56 
0 -05 -00 
0 - 25- 89 
0 - 36 -83 
0 - 21- 38 


391 
canal 
129 
130 
128 / P 
cart-track 
127 
121 
122 
124 


cart- track 
19 
20 


0 - 15 -44 
0 -65 - 33 
0 - 97 - 42 
0 - 08 -02 
0 - 16 -63 
0 - 29 - 89 
0 - 20 -00 
0 - 36 - 43 
0 - 19 - 19 
0 - 43 -71 
0 -00 - 58 
01- 00 - 29 
() -02- 37 
0 - 16 - 99 
0 - 26 - 13 
0 -45 - 14 
0 - 42 - 76 
01- 35 -93 


29 


256 


255 


Total 


05 -15- 83 


Valsad 


Valsad 


( 42 ) Gorgam 910 

911 
912 
923 
919 
918 
917 


Road 
250 
253 
231 
252 


Total 


07- 22- 25 


Valsad 


Valsad 


(44 ) 
Fanasvada 


949 


930 
951 


952 


953 
954 
955 
Road 
883 
cart -track 


882 


881 


cart -track 
217 


0 - 09 - 42 
0 - 10 - 74 
0 - 59 -78 
0 -07 -63 
0 - 19 -58 
0 - 16 - 13 
0 -42 -62 
0 - 39- 17 
0 - 08 - 56 
0 - 14 - 98 
0 - 11 - 85 
0 -04 - 03 
0 - 09- 22 
0 -03- 73 
0 -03 - 46 
0 - 30 - 19 
0 - 02 - 30 
0 -51- 33 
0 - 34 -92 
0 -04-61 
0 -43 -78 
0 - 30 - 00 
0 - 02 -30 
0 -20 - 74 
0 - 25 - 34 
0 -03 -46 
0 - 27 - 50 
0 -04 -00 
0 - 29 - 95 
0 - 26 - 50 
0 - 11- 52 
0 -05 - 76 
0 - 12 - 67 
0 - 19 - 50 
0 -63 -36 
0 - 00 - 50 
0 - 08 - 30 
0 -69- 12 
0 - 05 - 50 
0 -04 -61 


215 


395 0 - 01- 34 
396 0 - 14 -97 
cart- track 0 -04 - 80 
408 0 -02 - 03 
407 0 -04 -09 
405 

0 -02 - 06 
410 0 - 10 -87 
406 

0 - 10 - 84 
Drain 0 - 19 - 90 
442 0 -20 - 99 
443 0 - 04 - 76 
44 ) 0 -02- 09 
444 0 - 24 -92 
Drain 0 - 10 -49 
449 0 - 34 - 00 
451 0 -24 : 00 
Drain 0 -08 -41 
449 / P 0 -00 -95 
459 0 -37- 77 

0 - 03 - 11 
462 

0 - 11 - 25 
457 

() - 11- 31 
Cart-track 0 -02- 32 
648 0 - 24 - 44 
Canal 0 - 17 . 15 
651 0 - 20 - 25 
653 0 - 34 -87 
654 0 -01-21 
652 0 - 06 - 49 

0 - 28 .07 


canal 


458 


236 
237 
Canal 
138 
247 
130 
131 
132 
cart track 
103 


116 
105 


646 


119 
120 
121 
123/ P 


Total 


03 -99 . 75 


Valsad 


Valsad 


canal 


(45 ) 
Kochyada 


203 
204 


0 -01- 19 
0 -05 -94 


Total 


07 - 98 - 87 


1782 G1/2002 - 13 
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1 


2 


3 


23 


Valtad 


Valsad 


Valsad 


Valgad 


( 45 ) Kochvada 
- Contd . 208 


209 


210 
Rond 
201 
42 
Canal 
198 


(46 ) Rabada Cart- track 0 - 11 -82 
- Conid . 311 01- 07 - 90 

314 0 - 10 -69 
313 0 - 03 - 79 
Cart-track 0 - 02 - 83 
310 0 - 25 -44 
309 0 - 26 - 51 

0 - 12 - 17 
307 0 -00 - 10 
309 0 - 15 - 35 
306 0 - 15 - 44 
304 0 -01-67 

0 - 26 -09 
0 - 04 - 73 


308 


0 - 13 - 59 
0 - 32 - 91 
0 -03 . 71 
0 - 06 - 26 
0 - 12 - 25 
0 - 08 -08 
0 - 09 - 18 
0 - 17 -82 
0 - 14 - 20 
0 - 36 -83 
0 - 13 - 80 
0 -01-04 
0 . 10 - 70 
0 -03-05 
0 -42-03 
0 -02 - 48 
0 -02- 98 


199 


138 
144 
143 
139 
Road 
136 
132 


303 
352 


06 - 13 .98 


Valsad 


Valsad 


131 


Total 
(35 ) Qadria Khadi 

942 
Road 
898 
897 
903 
Road 
904 
905 


Valsad 


Valsad 


909 


636 


,633 


655 


657 


Total 

02 - 56 -83 
( 46 ) Rubade 620 0 - 03 - 52 

621 0 - 21-38 
622 

0 - 18 - 74 
629 0 - 06 - 20 
639 

0 -02 -34 
638 0 -07 - 89 
635 0 - 14 -23 
659 0 - 06 - 03 

0 -01- 18 

0 -03 - 15 
654 0 - 26 - 31 

0 - 11 - 13 
656 0 -02- 44 

0 - 17 - 86 
Khadi 0 - 14 -41 
696 0 -00 - 30 
693 0 -01- 19 
710 0 - 13- 82 
711 0 -09 . 79 
Cart-track 0 -02- 34 
712 0 -02- 54 
713 0 - 00 - 75 

0 .05. 10 
Cart -track 0 - 06 - 21 
693 0 - 06 -79 
692 0 - 14 . 30 
677 0 - 20 - 46 

0 - 16 - 24 
747 

0 -00 -35 
749 

0 .23- 70 

0 -05 -25 
772 0 -05- 25 
770 0 - 15 -00 
769 

0 - 16 .00 
768 0 -01 -99 
767 0 -25- 22 


910 
911 
916 
917 
918 
919 
920 
Road 
748 
749 / P 
743 
742 
750 
740 
751/ A , B 
Canal 
621 


0 - 13 -07 
0 - 14 - 57 
0 - 11 - 32 
0 - 22- 57 
0 - 27 . 79 
0 -02- 85 
0 -02 - 37 
0 -02 - 57 
0 -02- 37 
0 -60 - 59 
0 - 04 - 13 
0 - 10 -69 
0 -07 - 13 
0 - 04 .73 
0 - 11 -69 
0 - 16 -63 
0 - 00 - 55 
0 -08 - 32 
0 - 30 - 89 
0 - 30 -80 
0 -01- 25 
0 - 02 -83 
0 -10-68 
0 -01- 90 
0 - 24 - 20 
0 -07- 12 
0 -32- 26 
0 - 09- 30 
0 - 03 - 94 
0 -23 - 76 
0 -02- 29 
0 -05- 94 
0 -03- 80 
0 - 21- 38 
0 -02 - 37 
0 -02 -05 
0 - 02 - 68 
0 -01- 89 
0 - 01 -01 
0 -01-01 


694 


620 


623 
624 


616 


748 


623 
613 
408 
407 
405 


771 


404 


403 
400 
406 
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DIO 


Vulsad 


Valsad 


Valsad 


Valsad 


(55) Gadria 399 
-- Contd. 398 

397 


61 : Owada 446 
- Contd . 

449 
448 
450 
Khadi 


0 - 78 -42 
0 -32-63 
0 - 58 -83 
0 -07-03 
0 -01- 08 
0 -09-08 


396 


Valsad 


Valsad 


62 : Muli 


401 
390 
391 
392 
380 
379 
381 
382 
383 


0 -02 - 18 
0 - 02 - 14 
0 -02- 98 
0 -02-02 
0 - 01- 02 
0 -05- 94 
0 -03- 32 
0 -02- 85 
0 -02- 85 
0 -01- 31 
0 -04 - 75 
0 - 17 - 82 
0 -22.49 
0 -08 - 32 
0 - 40 - 39 
0 - 03 - 56 
0 - 28 - 51 
0 -04- 75 


OS 


385 


673 


671 
675 
Road 


Total 


06 - 06 - 33 


Valsad 


Valsad 


31 


S1/ P 


67 


Total 04 -43 -04 
489 0 -01- 44 

0 -07 - 13 
0 -04 - 73 
0 -07 - 10 
0 -03- 36 
0 - 16 -63 
- 0 - 03 - 56 
0 -00 - 75 
0 - 06 - 10 
0 - 17 -67 
0 - 01- 87 
0 - 11 -93 
0 -01- 79 

0 - 12 -67 
Road 0 -03- 19 

0 - 12 - 00 

0 -03 -05 
68 

0 - 28 - 31 

0 - 06 - 53 
93 0 -00 - 10 

0 -06 - 34 
96 

0 -03 - 31 
0 -01-02 

0 - 06 - 73 
Cart-track 0 -02 -38 
148 0 -01- 11 
147 0 - 10 - 20 
145 

0 -03 -05 
114 

0 - 07- 18 
115 0 - 09 -58 
116 0 - 19 - 00 
140 0 -01- 19 
118 () - 13 -07 
126 0 -01- 22 
125 0 -04 - 53 
120 0 - 04 - 77 

0 - 05 - 35 
124 0 -01-05 
123 0 - 02 - 97 
Canal 0 - 06 :31 
121 0 - 11 - 75 
122 0 -04 -08 


98 


412 


94 


413 


97 


57 · Anjlav 446 • 0)- 72 - 36 

421 0 - 19 - 50) 
423 0 - 06 -00 
Canal () - 18 - 53 
422 0 -06 -07 
426 () - 36 - 87 
429 

() -25 -79 
431 

0 -0 )- 50 
430) ()- 01 -01 
414 ()- 21- 27 

()- 34 -63 

0 -02-07 
Carl- track 0 - 09 - 37 
410 0 - 06 - 40 

()- 24 - 35 
408 

() -47- 58 
403 

() - 11- 17 
406 ()-07-03 
404 

() - 52 - 90 
Roud ()- ( 2 - 73 
236 

() - 20 -65 
239 0 - 26 -48 
Road 0 -03- 24 
243 0 -03 - 36 
240 0 - 09 - 13 
242 

0 -01- 89 
241 0 -24 - 34 
232 0 -01-48 
231 ()- 57 - 90) 
230 ()- 18 -43 


. 409 


119 


Total 


02 - 77 - 10 


Total 


05 -74-47 


Valsad 


Valsad 


Valsad 


Valsad 


Viland 


Valkud 


61 . ( wada 


6 apariell 


378 
378 / P 
378 / P 


63 : 
Dhanori- III 275 

284 
287 
288/ P 


01 - 22 - 36 
0 - 72-47 
0 -61 - 13 


0 - 18 .00 
0 - 50 - 10 
0 - 11 -85 
0 - 19 - 20 


327 


375 


5658 
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- 


Valsad 


Vais.. d 


Valsad 


Valsad 


Valşad 


Valsad 


63. 


63 : 
Dhanori- III 1132 
- Contd . 1133 

Roud 
1152 
1153 
1149 
1148 
1151 
1145 


0 - 13 -95 
0 -09- 38 
0 - 13 - 96 
0 -08 - 13 
0 -05 -48 
0 - 14 .55 
0 -05-00 
0 - 14 - 85 
0 - 08 -07 


332 
333 


Valsad 


Valsad 


8 $ 6 


857 


847 


955 


Dhanori- III Canal 0 - 12 - 75 
-Contd . 288 0 -60 - 75 

1327 0 - 23 - 84 
1326 0 - 14 - 23 
Canal 0 - 13 - 08 

0 - 09- 83 

0 - 07 -65 
345 

0 -03 - 50 
331 0 - 17 - 21 
346 0 - 01- 76 
347 

0 -01 -05 
350 0 - 18 - 50 
349 0 -01- 45 
334 

0 -02- 23 
717 

0 - 31 -43 
716 0 -22 -42 
843 0 - 26 - 32 
844 

0 -01- 85 

0 - 56 - 40 
849 0 - 12- 00 
Cart -track 0 -03- 13 
936 0 - 24 - 6 
848 0 - 06 -04 
957 

0 -08 - 54 
938 0 -08 - 13 

0 -02 - 50 
959 

0 -07- 20 
960 0 -08- 23 
964 0 -04 - 31 

0 - 14 -49 

0 - 13 - 30 
953 

0 - 15. 00 

0 -01- 30 
966 0 -05-63 
948 

()-01- 73 
947 0- 02 - 35 
944 0 - 01 -23 
Boundary 
of Lake 0 -01- 80 
946 0 -00 - 94 
941 0 -04 -05 
940 0 -08 - 40 
939 0 -08 - 20 

0 - 02 - 04 
Boundary of 
Lake 0 - 02 - SS 
1070 0 - 24 -65 
1071 0 -03 - 83 
Road 0 -07- 50 
1121 0 - 02 - 56 
1122 0 - 17 - 33 
1123 0 -04 -05 
1129 0 - 01 - 82 
1131 0 -07 -03 
1130 0 -04 - 86 


963 


963 


Total 07 -63- 76 
65/ 66 
Thakkarwada 
Kanjenhari River 0 - 29 - 70 

0 -07- 50 
855 0 -17- 25 

0 - 09 -00 
854 

0 - 24 - 30 
850 

0 - 13 -73 
849 0 - 38 -25 
846 0 - 10 -00 
847 0 - 19- 00 
River 0 - 31- 50 
839 0 - 49 - 50 
875 0 -07- 50 
876 

0 -21- 00 
Cart-track 0 -09- 00 
838 

0 - 16 - 30 
837 

0 - 13 - 00 
834 

0 - 72 - 00 
831 0 - 11 -25 
832 

0 - 04 - 30 
823 

0 -25- 75 
819 

0 -01- 25 
822 

0 -07 - 30 
820 

0 - 13 - 00 
821 0 - 03 - 30 
816 

0 - 13 - 11 
815 

()- 13 - 11 
809 0 -03 - 98 
807 

0 -01- 13 
808 

0 - 02 - 02 
806 

0 -02 - 40 
805 

0 - 03 - 00 
804 

0 - 01 - 80 
799 

0 -02 - 40 
802 

0 -01- 20 
801 0 - 03 .00 
800 0 -03- 00 
782 0 -02 - 22 
791 

0 - 40 . 20 
792 0 - 03 -60 
786 0 - 10 - 20 
785 0 - 12 -68 
Canal 0 - 10 -80 
746 0 - 33 - 00 


967 


938 


[ 471 II - U 


3 ( 1 ) ] 


MTG 41 


42 : F 15 , 2002 / 

6 


25 , 1924 


5659 


2 


3 


Valsad 


Valsad 


Valsad 


Pardi 


673 


65/66 
Thakkarwada 
Kanjanhari 731 0 - 03 - 90 
- Contd . 750 0 - 02 - 40 
748 

0 - 09 - 10 
749 0 -05- 10 
733 0 - 04 - 20 
737 0 - 02 - 10 
700 0 - 24 . 00 
696 0 - 19 - 20 
673 

0 - 04 - 20 
674 0 -01-80 

0 -01- 80 
676 ()-01- 80 
672 

0 - 00 - 60 
670 

0 -02 - 40 
678 

0 - 04 -80 
677 0 - 12 - 00 
Road () -04 - 80 
356 ()- 06 -10 
357 

0 -02 - 38 
. 398 0 -02 -77 
359 0 -05 - 38 
Govt land 0 -05- 35 
353 0 -03- 20 
354 0 -00 - 36 
352 () -05 - 94 

() -01- 74 
393 0 -06 -09 
349 

0 - 35 -05 
404 0 - 03 - 56 
411 0 -00 -89 
410 

0 - 11-88 
409 0 -01 - 38 
408 

() -04 - 75 
407 ()- 11- 88 
415 

0 - 22- 57 

0 - 02 - 06 
313 () - ( 1 - 54 
313 0 - 06 - 00 
314 () -02 - 37 
309 

0 -02 - 37 
308 

0 - 00 -68 
310 0 - 13 -66 
253 0 - 42 - 77 
252 0 - 08 - 32 

0 -00 - 28 
250) 0 - 02 -02 
241 0 - 21- 38 
240) 

0 - 17 - 82 
239 0 - 35 -64 
Khadi 0 - 09 - 50 


(47) 
Sondhalwad River 0 -69 -00 

68/ 1 , 2 ,3 0 - 23 - 00 
67 

0 -02- 00 
Drain 0 - 30 -01 
63/ 1, 2 , 3 0 - 09 -01 
62/ 1, 2 , 3 , 
4 , 5 ,6 , 7 0 -45- 00 
61/1 , 2 , 3 , 4 0 - 12 - 00 
660/ A , B 0 - 54 - 01 
$ 9 / A , B 0 -03 - 99 
57 

0 -06 - 51 
58 /1 , 2 , 3 0 - 36 - 00 
Carl -track 0 -07- $ 1 
236 / 1 , 2 0 -07 -31 
Drain 0 - 11 - 24 
313 / 1, 2 , 3 , 4 0 -61 - 78 
309 / 1, 2 , 0 -38 - 99 
307 / 2 
307/ 1, 2 
307/ 1 0 -27- 99 
306 / 1 , 2 0 -04 - 99 
305 / 1 , 2 0 -36 - 30 
304/ 1, 2 () -15- 99 
301 / 1 , 2 , 3 0 -03 - 21 
288 0 - 00 - 19 
299 ()- 19 -29 
298 

0 - 13 - 50 
296 / 1 , 

2 0 - 06 -01 
297 / 1 , 2 - 0 - 27 - 75 
295 / 1, 2 , 3 0 - 17 - 25 
291/ 1 , 2 
291/ 3 -AB, C 
291 /4 - 5 
291 / 6 

0 - 23 - 19 
294 

0 -03 - 49 
Care-track 0 - 14 - 26 
373 

0 -06 - 61 
378 / 1 () -06 - 30 
379 

() - 22 - 50 
380 

0 - 85 - 46 
381/ 1 , 2 () -31- 29 
382 

(0) - 00 - 19 


350 


316 


Total 


07 - 89 - 52 


Valsad 


Pardi 


(48 ) Sonvada Khadi 

140 / 1 , 2 


141 


0 - 21 - 38 
()-08 -50 
() - 19 - 00 
() - 1 .3 -06 
0 - 33 - 04 
() - 24 - 94 


251 


142 
163 
162 
144 / 1 , 2 , 3 , 
4 ,5 ,6 , 7 , 8 
159/ 1 . 2 
158 
145 
146 / 1 
14711 , 2 
133 / 1, 2 ,3 
150 
Canal 
151 


( - 26 - 96 
0 - 00 - 79 
0) -00 -61 
0 - 21 - 71 
() -08 - 80) 
0 -17 - 22 
0 -21-97 
() - 43 - 75 
() - 15 - 29 
0 - 06 - 52 


Total 


09 - 86 - 75 
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MM 


Valsad 


Pard 


Valsad 


Pardi 


(49) Rohina 36 
- Cond, 36 / 7 

582 
34 / p 
351p 
63 
63/p 
64 
Road 


0 - 10 -69 
0 - 08 - 98 
0 - 16 -63 
0 - 56 - 91 


66 


0 -01 - 18 
0 - 18 - 91 
0 -02- 97 
0 - 26 - 14 
0 - 16 -63 
0 -43- 85 
0 - 14 - 15 


(48 ) Sonvada 152 0 -05- 14 
- Contd . 253 / 1, 2, 3 ,4 0 - 11 - 28 

254 0 - 20 - 19 
237 / 1 ,2 , 3 0 - 14 - 25 
258/ 1 ,2 , 3 0 - 07 - 12 
262 / 1, 2 , 3 0 - 07 - 12 
261 0 - 07 - 75 
267/ 1, 2 0 - 10 -09 
263 /1 , 

2 0 - 21 - 38 
274 / 1 ,2 , 3 0 - 11 - 48 
275/ 1, 2 , 3 , 
4 , 5 , 6 0 - 10 -69 
273/ 4 , 5 ,6 0 - 09 - 90 
276 0 -02- 37 
277 0 - 09 . 50 
278 0 -11- 88 
279 /1 0 -19- 00 
Cart- track 0 -00 -02 
389 0 - 09 - 70 
388 

0 - 06 - 33 
390 0 -01- 58 
396 / 1, 2 0 . 16 - 63 
397/ 1 , 2 0 . 13 - 86 
387 0 - 12 -48 
387/ P 0 - 12 - 48 
402 0 - 19 -60 

0 - 24 . 94 
405/ 2 - A 0 - 34 - 24 
406 0 . 40 -60 
407 0 -33 - 26 
414 0 - 38 -60 
415 0 - 31 - 77 
416 / 5 - A 0 - 52 . 86 
463 
462 / P 0 - 40 - 39 
462/ 1 0 - 16 - 90 
462/ 2 , 3 0 - 10 -69 
Khadi 0 - 20 - 63 
461 0 -02 -40 


583 
65 
Khadi 
147 / 1 / p 
147 / 2 
Rond 
138 / p / 1 
138 / p / 3 
138 / p / 4 
138 /p /3 
138 / p /6 
Road 


0 -71- 27 
0 -08- 32 


0 - 27 -32 
0 - 08 -43 


$ 27 


403 


$ 271p 

0 -69 - 98 
523 / 

p 0 - 53 - 33 
498 
498 / 1 / p 
498/ 21p0 -61-67 
$ 22 
$ 22 / 1 ,2 , 3 
4 , 3 

0 -04 - 11 
499 
499/ p 

0 -01- 78 
300 

0 -03- 86 
$ 20 / p / 1 , 2 0 - 19 - 59 
3010 - 12 - 35 
$ 19 
$ 19 /p / 1 0 - 01- 90 
518 /p 
518 / p , 1 , 2 , 3 0 - 21 - 97 
513/ 1, 2 0 - 23 - 76 
514 /p / 1, 2 ,3 0 - 20- 79 
303 0 - 03 -01 
504 0 - 02- 97 
512 

0 - 08 - 11 
511 0 -62- 86 
509 0 - 14 -06 
$ 10 0 - 17 - 82 
483 0 - 1 5 - 11 
484 0 - 16 -03 
480 0 - 14 - 07 
481 0 - 16 -63 

0 -21- 38 


Total 


09- 04 -64 


(49 ) Rohina Khadi 

47/ P 


45 


44 / P 
Canal 
43 


0 - 12 - 96 
0 - 56 -32 
0 - 21 - 38 
0 - 24 - 94 
0 - 08 - 52 
0 - 06 . 48 
0 - 19 - 96 


42 


0 -04 -45 


482 


38 / 1, 2 , 3 , 
- 4 , 5 , 6 , 7 
39 / 1 / p 
39 / 1/ 1 
39/ 1 / 2 
39/ 1 / 9 
39 /2 / p 
39 /2 , 3 
37 


Valsad 


Pardi 


Total 10 . 79 - 29 
( 30 ) Koparli 38 0 -02 - 38 

0 - 52 - 37 
Cart -track 0 -02- 57 


39 


0 - 26 - 55 
0 - 02 - 21 


[ 477 II — X4 3( ii )] 


47711143 : 15 , 2002/vite 25 , 1924 . 


5661 


1 


2 


3 


Valsad 


Pardı 


( 50 ) Koparli 42 

Conid , 


Valsad 


Pardi 


19 


18 


0 - 00 - 05 
0 - 26 - 50 
0 - 09 - 50 
0 - 11 . 88 
0 - 21 - 88 
0 -21 -00 
0 - 22 - 50 


(50 ) Koparlı 271 
Conid 

271 p 
270 
254 p 
234 
257 
256 
Khadi 


0 - 19 - 00 
0 -07- 50 
0 - 42- 00 
0 - 42 - 00 
()- 19 . 70 
( - 42-77 
0 -02- 38 


14 


8 / 2 / 1 - A 


Total 


08 -92 -67 


0 - 06 - 00 
()- 12 -00 


( 51) 
Lawachha 


$ 40 / 1, 2 , 
3 , 4 
541 /2 ,3 , 


0 -07- 30 


4 , 5 


0 - 29 -25 


543 /2 ,3 , 


0 - 26 -73 
0 -44 - 55 
0 - 21-03 
0 - 49- 06 
0 . 10 -45 
0 -37 -07 
0 -04 - 50 
0 - 70 - 89 
0 - 30 - 89 


4 


239 
238 
260 / 1 , 2 
236 
255 
261 
Canal 
23 + 
229 /1 , 2 
230 / 1 
230 /2 / 31p 
228 
227 
226 


0 - 02 - 38 
0 - 16 - 12 


0 -05- 63 


225 


$ 43 / 1 
309 
510 / 1 /2 
510 / 2 , 3 , 
4 , 5 
307/ 1 
307/ 2 - 1 
307/ 21212 
$07/2 / 3 /p 
$ 07 /2 - 3 . 4 
$ 07 / 2 / 3 / 2 
307/ 2 / 3 / p 
507 / 3 
185 
184 
182 
183 
193 
179 / 1, 2 
198 
197 


0 - 14 - 26 
0 -01- 58 
0 - 21 - 38 
0 - 18 . 77 
0 -02 -61 
0 - 27 - 32 
0 - 03 - 56 
0 - 12 -66 
0 - 50 - 29 
0 - 05 - 94 
0 - 13 -08 
0 - 16 - 77 


0 - 22 - 30 
0 -07- 25 
0 - 17 - 50 
0 - 06 -00 
0 - 10 -00 
0 - 08 -45 
() - 10 - 80 
0 -09 -73 
0 - 15 - 75 
()- 16 - 50 
0 - 01- 30 


268 
291 
290 
289 
Road 
298 
299 / 1 , 2 , 3 
297/ p 
297/ 11p 
797 / 2 / p 
297 / 3 
304 
301/ 1 , 2 , 3 
303 
305 
308 / 1 , 2 
308 / 3 / 2 
308 / 3 / 5 
309 
River 


199 


0 -03- 17 
0 - 19 - 44 
0 - 04 -63 
0 - 38 -02 
0 - 33 - 26 


286 
202/ 1 - 2 
202 / 2 - 1 
202/ 2 - 3 
204 / 1 - 2 
285 / 1 - 2 


293 


0 - 28 - 33 
0 - 16 - 13 
0 - 26 . 73 
0 - 00 - 25 
0 - 10 - 30 
0 - 39 - 20 
0 -06 - 30 


28412 


321 


0 - 10 -93 
0 - 71 .28 
0 - 19 -01 
0 - 06 -40 
0 - 17 - 80 
0 - 14 - 28 
0 -41-58 


316 


282 / 1 - 2 
281 
280 
280 / 2 


311 
313 


Total 


236 /p 


07-65- 20 
0 - 30 - 00 


237 


54 : Hari 
Dumlao 


79 / 1 
79 / 2 


0 - 42 -43 
0 - 05- 25 
0 - 23- 25 
0 - 17 - 25 
0 -01- 23 
0 - 19 - 50 
0 - 16 -05 
0 : 16 - 05 
0 - 09 -45 
0 - 33- 75 


78 / 1 
78 / 2 


238 / 1, 2 
239 
240 /p 
277 / p 
, 277/ p 
276 
273 / 


80 


Nahor 
85 


0 - 57 - 30 
0 - 13- 40 
0 -29 - 25 
0 -07 - 80 
0 - 06 -00 


Total 


01-41-99 


5662 

- --- - - - - 
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- 


-- 


- - - - - - 


2 


2 


Valsad 


Pardi 


Valsad 


Pardi 


58 Nani 
Trambadi 


58 : Nani 
Trambadi 

Contd ; 


Road 


0 -07- 13 
0 - 19 -01 


331/ 1 , 2 , 3 
332 / 1, 2 , 3 
4 ,3 ,6 , 
332/ 7 , 
8 , 9 , 10 , 11, 
12, 13 
333 / p 
333 / p 
333 / p 
333 /p 


0 - 17 - 82 


0 - 24 - 93 


River 0 - 19 -00 
263 / 11p 
263 / 1 / p 
263/ 2 , 3 , 
4 , 5 - ( +63 - 20 
264 / p . 
26417 
264/ p 
264 / 7 
2641p 

0 -05 - 70 
272 () - 11- 88 
269 / 1 / 1 
269 / 1 / 2 / p 
269 / 1 / 3 / 7 
. 269 / 1 / 4 / p ( - 30 -88 
269/ 1 / 3 /p 
269 / 2 
269 / 3 
26914 
26975 
270 
270) (0) - 27 - 56 
271 () - 12 - 83 
248 / 1 / p 
248 / 2 
248/112 /1 
248 /12/1 
248/112 /p 0 -07- 13 


334 / 1 
334 / 2 
334 / 3 / 1 
334 / 3 / 2 


0 -07 - 13 


335 / 1, 2 , 3 , 
333/ 4 / 1 
335 / 4 / 2 
335/ 4 / 3 
335 /4 /- 4 
333/ 4 / 5 
333/4 /6 


0 - 12 -33 
0 -19-01 


Drain 


338 / 1 
338 / 2 
338 / 3 / 1 
338 / 3/ 2 


0 - 14 - 97 


Road 


U - ( 4 - 75 


0 - 35 -64 


33771 
337 / 2 / 1 
337/ 2 / 2 
337 / 2 / 3 
337 / 3 / 1 
337/ 3 / 2 
337 / 3 / 2 
337 / 3 / 3 
337 / 3 / 3 
337/ 4 
337 / 5 / 2 
337 / 5 / 1 
337 /6 
337 / 7 / 1 
33777 ,8 ,9 
Road 


() - 24 - 56 


24718 
247 /p 
244 / 1 
244 / 2 
244 / 3 
244 / 4 
244 / $ / 1 
244 / 5 / 2 
276 / 1/ 
276111p 
276 / 1 /p 
276 / 1 / 3 /p 
276 / 1 / 3 / p 
276 / 1 / 4 / 7 
276 / 4 / 2 
276 / 4 / 3 
276 / 5 
276 /6 
240 / 1 / p 
240 / 17p 
2401 
240 / 2 
240 / 3 
Koad 
315 
318 


()- 11- 08 


0 - 35- 64 
0 -04 - 73 
0 - 23 - 76 


368 


(1) - 99 - 79 
0 -09- 50 
()- 73 - 76 
0 - 28 - 51 
0 - 30 -89 
0 -09- 30 


372/ 1 
372 / 1 / B 
372 / 1 / K 
372 / 2 
3723 
372 / 4 
372 / 5 
372 /6 
372 / 7 
372 / 8 /p 
372 / 8 


0 -68 - 90 


317 


328 
329 /1 
329 / 2 
329/ 
329 
329 
3,30 / 1 
330 / 7 


371 / 1 
371/ 1 
371 / 2 
371/ 3 
37114 
371/ 5 


0 - 13 -31 


0 - 35 -64 


Drain 


0 - 04 - 75 


0 - 09 - 50 


[ 47111 - 


W 


3 ( ii ) ] 
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5663 


INC 


E 


Valsad 


Pardi 


Valsad 


Pardi 


0 -03- 36 


58 : Vani 
Trambadi 
- - Contd . 


363 / 1 
363 / 2 / 1 
363/ 2 / 2 
363/ 4 / 3 
363 / 3 
363/ 5 
363/61 
363 / 6 / 2 
363/ 7 
362 


60 : Kharlav Road 
- Contd . 43 / 2 

43/2 
43 / 1 / B 
43 / 1 / A 
43/ 1 / A / P 


0 -43- 96 


42 


42 / p 


0 - 11 - 88 


41 


0 -11-88 
0 - 16 -63 


0 - 11- 88 


3412 
341p 


4110 
40 
40 / 
36 


0 - 15 - 44 


0 - 43 - 21 


36 / 7 


0 - 16 - 06 
0 - 12 . 00 


33 / p 
33 /p 
35 
37 / 1/ 2 
37 / 2 
37/ 1 / 

0 


36 /p 
36 / p 
35 


0 - 14 - 26 


33 /p 


0 


- 23. 76 


0 - 29 - 70 
0 - 03 - 56 


27 


Total 
59 : Kuraya Drain 


28 
28 /p 


28 / 7 


0 -49 - 90 


91 


Total 


02 -13 -68 


90 


96 


89 


08 -98 - 30 
0 -09- 30 
0 - 07- 60 
0 -31- 60 
0 -03 - 36 
0 - 45- 62 
0 - 03- 09 
0 -09. 70 
0 -07- 13 
0 - 01-27 
0 - 30 - 89 
0 - 14 -26 


97 


88 


Road 


98 


87 


86 
86 / 2 
86 / p 
86 /p 


873 


86 / 2 


81 


78 


77 


79 


0 -61. 77 
0 -42 - 13 
0 - 18 - 06 

0 - 18 - 22 
Govt. land 0 -09- 50 
62 0 -01-00 
00 0 - 42 - 23 
56 

0 -11- 40 
39 0 - 38-02 
Curtirock 0 . 11- 88 

0 -01- 08 
0 -65- 74 

0 - 34 - 63 
39 0 - 33- 26 
Rivor 0 - 23 .76 


64 : Ambach Khadi 0 - 06 -00 

869/ 1/ 8 
869 / 1 / p 
869 /2 
869 / 1 0 - 37 - 30 
870 / 1 /p 
870 /2/ 2 
870 / 1720 - 15 . 00 
872 / p 
8721p 
872 0 - 39 - 40 

0 - 13 - 07 
879 0 -24 - 00 
878 0 - 04 . 75 
877 / 1 ,2 , 
3 . 4 0 - 33 - 00 
876 / 1 , 2 
3 , 4 

0 -07 - 50 
796 / 7 
79612 
796 / 7 

0 - 00 - 50 
795/ 1 , 2 ,3 , 
4 , 4 , 6 , 
7 , 8 , 9 , 10 
79 5 / 8 / 0 - 10 -69 
775 / 1 
775/ 2 
775/ 3 
775/ 

4 0 - 14 -26 
776 / 1, 2 , 3 ,4 0 -32-08 
Govt. Land 0 - 15 - 44 
778 / 1 
778 / 2 
778 / 2 / 
778/ 2 / 7 
778 / 2 
778 / 3 , 4 , 
3 , 6 ()- 21- 00 
772 ()-04- 00 


44 


05 - 93 -84 


0 -05 - 25 


Total 
60 : Khorlav 51 

30 
50 /p 
50 / 7 


50 / 2 
46 


0 . 23 - 76 
0 .00 - 75 
0 . 01- 78 


44 


1782 G1/2002 — 14 
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(PART IISuc 3( 1)] 
- - - -- - - - - 

- - - - - 


- - . 


. 


2 


3 


4 


Valgud 


Pardi 


Valsad 


Pardi 


64 Ambach 779 /p 
Contd . 779 / p 

Road 
770 
769 


0 - 20 - 89 
0 -04 - 50 
0 - 30 -00 


769/ 7 
7691p 
76912 
769 /p 


()- 51- 00 


76912 
763/p / 1/ 2 
763/ 7 / K 
763/ 7 / 
763 / 21A 
76 .3 / 4 
763 / 3 
763/ 2 / 1) 
740 / 1 
740 / 110 
740/ 11p 


()- 13 - 0) | 


74011 p 


64 : Amhach 750 / 3 / A 
Contd , 790 / 4 

730 / 4 
73075 
730 /11 
750 / 8 . 9 
730 / 7 
750 / 12, 13 . 
14 ,15, 16 , 17 , 
18 , 19 
730 / 3 /13 
750 / 3 / A 
730 /6 0 -45-00 
748 / p 
748 /p () - ( 4 - 49 
714 / 1 
714 / 2 / 1 
714 / 2 / 2 / 13 
714 / 2 / 2 / A 0 - 52 - 50 
367/ p 
$67/ p 
567 / 1 
56711 () - 45 -00 
566 / 3 / 13 
566 / 3 / 13 
$ 66 / 2 
106 / 1 ()- 16 - 43 
168 () -( 4 - 13 
571/ 3 
$ 71/ 2 / 2 /13 
$ 71/ 1 / 1 / 2 / 1 
571/ 1 () -02-87 
569 0 - 55. 30 
54978 
349 / 3 
549 / 2 / 1 
549/ 1 
549/2 / 13 (9- 11- 40 
C art-track ()-06 -00 
54618 
$ 4619 


$ 4617 
54611 


( - () 9 . 74 


740 / 2 
720 / 217 
740 / 2 / P 
740 / 3 / 19 
740 / 3 
740 / 3P 
740 / 3 / P 
740 / 3 / P 
740 - 13 / P 
740 / 3 / P 
740 / 3 / P 
740 / 3 / 1) 
740 /31 
740 / 3 / 1 ( -09 - 35 
741/ P ( -21- 57 
743 / 3 
743 / 1 , 2 . 4 , 
3 . 6 

() - 02 - 23 
742/ 5 
742/ 3 / 3 + 4 / 1 
742 / 1 / 2 + 2 / 1 
742 / 1 / A 
742 / 1 / 13 
742 / 7 / 
742/ 1 / 1 / A 
742/ 3 / 2 / 1 
742 / 3 / 211 
742 / 3 /2 / 13 
742 / 3 /414 / 2 
742 / 3 /414 /2 
742/ 7 / 8 
742171p 
74276 0 -82- 92 
744 / 1 
744 / 2 / 1 
744 / 3 
744/ 4 
744 / 5 
744 /6 0 -09 - 30 
749 / 2 
749/ 1 () -08 - 32 
730 / 1 - 13 
7501NP 
750 / 114 
750 / 2 / 13 
750 / 211 


548 / 1 
548 / 1 / 1 
548 / 2 
548 / 2 / 7 
548 / 3 / 1 
348 / 3 / 1) ( - 6 , - 75 
147 / 2 
547/ 1 / 
547 / 179 ( -09- 00 
Kolak -rivor ()- 38 -02 
515/ 1 
$ 1572 , 3 ,4 ()- 13- 50 
$ 14 / 1 
$ 14 / 2 0 - 19 - 48 
Curt- rack () -09 -00 

0 -21- 38 
528 / 1 . 2 . 4 ()- 14 - 20 
527 0) -11-02 
$ 29/ 1, 2 , 3 0 - 2 .1 - 76 
5 ,30 / 1 
33019 (1 . 40 . 39 


513 
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Valsad 


Pardi 


Valsad 


Umargam 


64 : Ambuch 310 
- Contd , $ 10 / 2 / 1 

510 / 2 / 2 


52 : 
Kichigam 
- Contd . 


0 -08- 13 


0 - 22 -62 


Total 
67 : Sukhoi 257 


Valuud 


Pardi 


97 
98 / 1 / p 
98 /21p 
98/ 3 / p 
98 / 3 
98 /4 / p 
99/ 1 / p 
95/ 1 
95 /2 / p 
93 / 1/ 2 
93 /21p 


0 - 32 -08 


Road 


0 -29 - 70 


477 
716 
Drain 
479 
481 
484 


0 - 39 - 20 


Total 


09 - 53 -78 


Valsad 


11 - 09- 88 
0 -21- 00 
0 - 04 - 50 
0 - 72 - 00 
0 - 10 - 50 
0 -09. 75 
0 - 13 - 50 
0 - 31- 50 
0 -66 -00 
0 .03 - 00 
0 .40 - 50 
0 -03 - 90 
0 -41- 10 
0 - 22- 50 
0 -34 - 50 
0 - 46 - 50 
0 - 18 - 60 
0 - 03 -60 
0 -00- 00 


Umargam 


483 


469 
468 
452 
453 
454 


461 


460 
462 
Drain 


Total 


04 - 48-95 


Valsad 


Umargam 


32 : 
Kuchigam 


1/p 


192/ A , B 01- 18 - 21 
1820 -26 - 14 
10 

0 - 11- 88 
7 01 -06 - 92 
4 /p 0 . 48 - 71 

0 - 32- 08 
47/ 1 
47/2 / 0 - 24 - 99 
44 / 1 
44 / 14 / p 
44 / 1 / 6 0 - 02 - 13 
46 / 1 - 2 
46 / 2 / 

2 0 - 29 - 40 
4 / 1 
4 / 2 / p 
4 / 3 / 4 01 -32 -95 
37 / 1 , 2 0 - 53 -97 
144/ 1 , 2 0 - 26 - 11 
115 0 -07-92 
167/ 1 , 2 0 - 34 - 45 
168 / 1 , 2 0 - 32 -07 
125 / 1 , 2 0 - 16 -63 
194 0 - 09 - 84 
126 / p 

0 -22 - 17 
129 / 1 , 2 
129/ 2 / 2 0 -01-78 
170 / 1 
170 / 1 / p 
170 / 3 

0 - 01- 78 
128 01- 04 - 54 


33 : Anklash 147 0 -09 - 50 

Nalla 0 -04- 30 
Govt. land 00 - 43- 00 
Nala 0 -01- 50 
146 0 - 08 . 00 
Govt. land 0 - 38 - 50 
142 0 - 10 - 50 
Govt. land 0 - 21 -00 
1430 -06- 00 
Govt. land 0 - 27 -00 
160 0 - 10 - 20 
Govt. land 0 -20 - 30 
461 0 - 15- 00 
Govt. land 0 - 45 -00 
194 0 . 16 - 50 
Govt. land 0 - 55- 00 
238 0 -07- 50 
237 0 -02-85 
Govt. land 0 - 09 - 30 
Canal 0 -07. 50 
239 0 . 19 - 50 
303 0 - 57- 00 
236 0 - 04 - 30 
209 0 -61- 50 
232 0 -09 - 00 
253 

0 -31- 00 

0 -18. 00 
257 0 - 19 - 50 
Govt. land 0 - 18- 90 

0 - 07 - 50 
Govt. land 0 -66 - 00 
229 0 -21- 00 
Govt . land 0 - 16 - 50 

0 -01- 30 
26 

0 - 12 -30 
270 0 - 07 - 50 
Govt. land 0 - 53 - 50 


256 


276 


268 


Tota ! 


07 - 83 . 95 


[ File No. L - 14014/24 /01-G .P.) 

SWAMI SINGH , Director 
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नई दिल्ली , 6 जून, 2002 
का . आ . 1964. -- केन्द्रीय सरकार ने पेट्रोलियम और खनिज पाइपलाइन ( भूमि में उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन ) अधिनियम , 1962 
( 1962 का 50 ), (जिसे इसमें इसके पश्चात् उक्त अधिनियम कहा गया है ) की धारा 3 की उपधारा ( 1) के अधीन जारी की गई और भारत के राजपत्र 
तारीख 15 दिसम्बर, 2001 में प्रकाशित भारत सरकार के पेट्रोलियम और प्राकृतिक गैस मंत्रालय की अधिसूचना संख्या का आ० 3387 तारीख 11 
दिसम्बर 2001 द्वारा उस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में मै० पेट्रोनेट एम एच बी लिमिटेड द्वारा कर्नाटक राज्य में मंगलोर से 
मैंगलोर तक पेट्रोलियम उत्पादों के परिवहन के लिए पाइपलाइन बिछाने के प्रयोजन के लिए उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन करने के अपने आशप 
की पोषणा की थी ; 

और उक्त राजपत्र अधिसूचना की प्रतिपां जनता को तारीख 08- 01- 2002 को उपलब्ध करा दी गई थी ; 
और सक्षम प्राधिकारी ने उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 की उपधारा (1 ) के अधीन केन्द्रीय सरकार को अपनी रिपोर्ट दे दी है; 

और , केन्द्रीय सरकार ने, उक्त रिपोर्ट पर विचार करने के पश्चात् इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अमूसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट भूमि में उपपोग का 
अधिकार अर्जित करने का विनिश्चय किया है। 

अत:, अब, केन्द्रीय सरकार , उक्त अधिनियम की धारा 6 को उपधारा ( 1 ) द्वारा प्रदत्त शक्यिों का प्रयोग करते हुए यह घोषणा करती है कि 
इस अधिसूचना से संलग्न अनुसूची में विनिर्दिष्ट उक्त भूमि में पाइपलाइन बिछाने के लिए उपयोग के अधिकार का अर्जन किया जाता है । 

और केन्द्रीय सरकार, उस धारा की उपधारा ( 4 ) द्वारा पदत्त शक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए निदेश देती है कि उक्त भूमि में उपयोग का 
अधिकार , इस घोषणा के प्रकाशन की तारीख से, केन्द्रीय सरकार में निहित होने की बजाए सभी विल्लंगमों से मुक्त, मैसर्स पेट्रोनेट एम एच बी 
लिमिटेड में निहित होगा । 

अनुसूची 
राज्य : कर्नाटक 

जिला : दक्षिण कन्नड 
तालुकका नाम ग्राम का नाम सर्वे संख्या भाग हिस्सा सं : 

क्षेत्रफल 
यदि कोई हो 

एकड़ : सेंट 


2 


धर्मस्थल 


162 


बलतांगडि 
राज्य : कनाटक 


0 - 08 
जिला : चिकमंगलूर 
भाग हिस्सा सं: 

क्षेत्रफल 
यदि कोई हो 

एकड़ : गुंटा 


तालुकका माम 


ग्राम का नाम 


सर्वे संख्या 


S 


मुदिरे 


पदावल्लि 


देववंदा 


0 -07 
0 - 10 
0 - 01 
0 - 02 
0 - 10 
0 - 04 
0 -02 
0 - 04 


हिरेशिगेरे 


राज्य : कनाटक 

तालुक का नाम 


ग्राम का नाम 


सर्वे संख्या 


जिला : हासन 
भाग हिस्सा सं : 
यदि कोई हो 


क्षेत्रफल 
एकड़ : गुटा 

5 


23 


बेलूर 


बालदकल्लु 
गुग्गनहल्लि 
हिरेवाटे 


0 - 01 
0 - 01 
0 - 01 
0 - 01 
0 -04 
0 - 01 


[ भाग 1 - खण्ड 3(ii ) ] 
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- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 
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आलूर 


कामाति 
ग्राम हाणा संस्था 
काडारावल्लि 


यलगमहल्लि 


6 - 03 
0 -09 
0 - 02 
0 - 03 
0 - 06 
0 - 02 
0 - 01 
0 - 03 
0 - 01 
0 - 10 
0 - 05 
0 -03 
0 - 09 
0 - 07 
0 - 01 
0 - 04 
0 - 02 
0 - 01 
0 - 02 


कनातुर 


0 - 01 


ग्राम हाणा संख्या 
ग्राम हाणा संख्या 
कोमिहल्लि 


कसबा आलूर 


0 - 05 
0 - 02 
0 -01 
0 - 02 
0 - 12 
0 - 03 
0 - 02 
0 - 06 
0 - 04 
0 - 03 
0 - 04 
0 - 02 
0 - 10 
0 -01 
0 - 02 
0 - 02 
0 - 01 
4 - 02 
0 - 02 
0 - 02 
0 - 04 
0 - 05 
0 - 01 
0 - 01 
0 - 01 
0 - 02 
0 - 01 


हन्तनममे 


यार 


मावर 
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हासन 


तिम्मनहल्लि 


कंदलि 


0 -02 
0 - 01 
0 - 11 
0 - 02 
0 - 02 


0 - 04 


हलवागील 


0 - 02 
0 - 02 
0 - 02 
0 - 03 
0 - 02 
0 - 02 
0 - 15 


जोरितटेगरे 
संकलापुरा 
भुवनहल्लि 
मैलहल्लि 


0 - 03 


0 - 03 
0 - 01 
0 - 01 
0 - 01 
0 - 03 
0 - 01 
0 - 02 
0 - 02 
0 - 03 
0 - 02 
0 - 05 
0 - 03 


0 - 09 


हरणहल्लि 
हम्पनहल्लि 


0 - 02 
0 - 01 
0 -03 


[ फाइल सं. आर- 31015/ 3/ 98 ओआर - II ( भाग III ) ] 

हरीश कुमार, अवर सचिव 


New Delhi, the 6th June, 2002 
S. O . 1964. — Whercas by a notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petrolcum and Natural Gas 
number, S . 0 . 3387 dated the 11th December, 2001 issued under sub -section ( 1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines ( Acquisition ofRightof User in Land ) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962 ) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), and published 
in the Gazette of India on the 15th December, 2001, the CentralGovemment declared its intention to acquire the Right of User 
in the lands specified in the Schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the transport of 
petroleum products from Mangalore to Bangalore in the state of Karnataka, by M /s. Petronet MHB Limited ; 

And whereas, the copies of said Gazette notification were made available to the public on 08.01.2002 ; 

And , whereas, the Competent Authority has under sub -section ( 1) of section 6 ofthe said Act, submitted report 
to the Central Government; 

And , further,whereas the Central Government has, after considering the said report, decided to acquirc thc Right 
of User in the lands specified in the Schedule appended to this notification ; 
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Now , therefore, in cxorcise of the powers conferred by sub -section (1 ) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Governmenthereby declares that the Right of User in the said landsspecified in the Schedule appended to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 

And , therefore, in exorcisc of the powers conferred by sub -section (4 ) of that section , the Central Government 
directs that the right of user in the said lands shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest on this date of 
publication of this declaration , in the PetronetMHB Limited , free from all encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 
STATE : KARNATAKA 

DISTRICT : DAKSHINA KANNADA 
Name of 

Namo of 

Survey 

Part/ 

Extont 
Taluk Village 

Hissa No. 
(if any) Aoro - Cents 


No . 


4 


DHARMASHTALA 


162 


0 - 08 


BELTHANGADY 
STATE KARNATAKA 
Name of 
Taluk 


Name of 
Village 


Survey 
No. 


DISTRICT: CHIKMAGALUR 
Part 

Extent 
Hinga No. 
(if any) Acre -Guntas 


MUDIGERE 


BYDAVALLI 


136 


0 - 07 
0 - 10 


136 


0 -01 


124 
191 


DE VAVRUNDA 


257 


0 -02 
0 - 10 
0 - 04 
0 - 02 
0 - 04 


HIRESHIGERE 


79 


80 


STATE : KARNATAKA 


DISTRICT : HASSAN 


Survey 


Fixtont 


Name of 
Taluk 


Namo of 
Village 


No. 


Part/ 
Iliaga No. 
( if any) 


Agro - Qutas 


BELUR 


0 -01 


BALADAKALLU 
GUMMANAIIALLI 
HREVATE 


0 -01 
0 -01 
0 -01 
0 -04 
0 -01 


ALUR 


110 


KAMATHI 
Villago sito No. 
KAJARAVALLI 


0 -03 
0 - 09 


83 


0 -02 


]17 
123 


121 


153 
155 
156 


0 -03 
0 - 06 
0 -02 
0 -01 
0 -03 
0 -01 


YALAGANAHALLI 


0 - 10 
0 -05 
0 - 03 
0 -09 
0 -07 
0 -01 
0 -04 
0 - 02 
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KANATHUR 


0 -01 


133 
133 
136 


0 - 02 


0 -01 
0 -05 


0 -02 


0 - 01 


0 -02 


Village site No 
Village site No 
KODAGIHALLI 


282 
283 


0 -12 
0 -03 


42 


0 - 02 


KASBA ALUR 


111 


0 -06 


auvuu 


0 -04 


0 -03 
0 -04 
0 -02 


0 - 10 


HANTHANAMANE 


0 -01 
0 -02 
0 -02 
0 -01 
0 -02 
0 -02 
0 -02 
0 -04 
0 - OS 
0 -01 
0 .01 
0 -01 


YADUR 


166 


163 
119 
70 


MAVANUR 


117 


118 


127 


0 - 02 


127 


TIAS SAN 


THIMMANAHALLI 


KANDALI 


116 


115 


0 -01 
0 - 02 
0 -01 
0 - 11 
0 -02 
0 -02 
0 -04 
0 -02 
0 -02 
0 -02 
0 -03 
0 - 02 
0 -02 


78 


HALA VAGILU 


270 


JODITHATTEKERE 
SANKALAPURA 
BUVANAHALLI 
MAILAHALLI 


0 - 15 


165 


181 


179 
179 
179 


0 -03 
0 -03 
0 -01 
0 -01 
0 -01 
0 -03 
0 -01 
0 -02 
0 -02 
0 -03 
0 - 02 
0 -05 
0 -03 
0 -09 
0 - 02 
0 -01 

0 - 03 
[F . No. R -31013 /3 /98 OR - L (Part-II) ] 

HARISH KUMAR , Undor Socy . 


HARANAHALLI 
HAMPANAHALLI 
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श्रम मंत्रालय 

fari, 21 , 2002 
T. 311. 1965. — 37 alfiren foar sfuft44 1947 
( 1947 41 14 ) ERT 175 # ,ata HER 
विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच , 

अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक 
any 19R ( HGH HEN 228 /2001) For 
ht, 19 PART21 - 5 - 2002 # 4199 011 
[ #1. 97 -40012/108/99 -376, 371 . ( 31. 7.) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डेस्क अधिकारी 
MINISTRY OF LABOUR 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
$ . 0 . 1965. - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act , 1947 ( 14 of 1947), the CentralGov 
ernment hereby publishes the award (Ref . No . 228 /2001) of 
the CentralGovernment Industrial Tribunal / Labour Court 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to themanage 
ment of Telecom Deptt . and their workman ,which was re 
ceived by the Central Governmenton 21 -5 - 2002 . 

No. L -40012/ 108/ 99 -IR (D .U .) 
KULDIP RAIVERMA, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL TRIBU 
NAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday , the 30th April, 2002 
Present; K . KARTHIKEYAN . Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No . 228 /2001 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I. D .No.249 /99 ) 

( In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d ) of Sub -scction ( 1) and sub - section 2 ( A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), 
between the Workman Sri D . Kalyanasundaram and the 
management of the GeneralManager, Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist. Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri D .Kalyanasundaram : I Party /Workman 

AND 
1. The GeneralManager : II Party Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist. 
Chennai. 
APPEARANCE . 
For the Workman : M /3.M .Gnanasekar, C . 

Premavathi & G .Manjula . 

Advocates 
For the Management : Sri R Kanniappan Addl. 

( OSC 


The Govt. of India ,Ministry of Labour in exercise of 
powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub - section (1) and Sub 
section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial Dis 
pute for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012 / 108 /99 / 
IR (DU ) datod 13 .09 .1999 . 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was taken 
on file as I.D . No. 240 / 99 . When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India , Ministry of 
Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case from that 
Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of 
records from that Tribunal, the case hasbeen taken on file 
as I. D . No. 228 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel 
on either side, informing them about the transfer of this 
case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before this 
Tribunal on 08 .02 .2001. On receipt of notice from this Tri 
bunal, the counsel on either side present along with their 
respective parties and prosecuted the case further . 

When the matter came up before me for final hearing 
on 01.04.2002, upon perusing the Claim Statement, Counter 
Statement, additional counter statement, the other material 
papers on record , the oral and documentary evidence let in 
on either side as common evidence for this case and the 
connected similar cases and after hearing the arguments 
advanced by the learned counsel for the II Party Manage 
ment alone , this matter having stood over till this date for 
consideration , this Tribunal has passed the following: 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

" Whether the Demand of the workman Shri. D . 
Kalyanasundaram for reinstatement by the General 
Manager, Telecommunications, Chengalpattu as ca 
sual mazdoor is legal and justified ? If not, to what 
relief, he is entitled ?” 

2. The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party/Workman arc briefly as follows: 

The I Party /Workman Sh. D .Kalyanasundaram (here 
inafter refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour 
in the II Party Management Telecom Department (herein 
after refers to as Respondent ) on 14 . 12 . 1984 for digging , 
drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as 
directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal wages of 
Rs. 6 . 50 as daily rated wages. Though the Petitioner has 
been continuously working with the Respondent, and has 
put in 1401 number of days of servicc , he had not been 
regularised . The Department of Telecommunication in or 
der to absorb the casual mazdoors working in the depart 
ment for a long period formulated a Scheme known as 
casual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and 
Regularisation ) Scheme. The Respondent/Telecom Depart 
ment failed to confer temporary status on the Petitioner 
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under the said Scheme, which is illegal and arbitrary. The I 
Party /Workman has been denied employment w .e. f. 
15 .06 . 1995 and, when his services were terminated he was 
getting Rs. 60 / - as daily wages . When he approached the 
concerned authority for conferment of temporary status, 
he was informed that he will be taken back to duty . The 
Petitioner was waiting for orders from the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department regarding his re -engagement. How 
ever, he has not received any orders nor he was taken back 
to duty so far. His service was utilised for the regular work 
that is perennial in nature. Therefore, when the work and 
the necessity to engage the Petitioner continuous, there is 
no reason or justification for denying the employment to 
the Petitioner. No reason was given by the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for terminating the services of the 
Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the prin 
ciples of natural justice . No enquiry was conducted and 
thc Petitioner was not given any opportunity before his 
services were discontinued . The Pctitioner has put in more 
than a decade continuous scrvice and the termination of 
his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 25F 
of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947. Further, the Pctitioner 
was not given any notice or compensation in terms of thc 
said provision of Industrial Dispulcs Act, 1947 . Hence, the 
action of the Respondent Department in tcrminating the 
services of thc Petitioner without notice or compensation 
is ab initio void and the Petitioner is deemed to be in con 
tinuous in service and therefore, is cntitled to be reinstated 
with all other service benefits including arrears of back 
wages . The Respondent ought to have conferred tempo 
rary status as per the temporary status scheme and further 
absorbed him against regular Group D post. The Respon 
dent/ Telecom Department s action in not doing so is illegal 
and arbitrary.Hence, this industrial dispulc has been raised 
against the Respondent/ Telecom Department for a decla 
ration that the order oftermination dated 15 .6 . 1995 is illegal 
and arbitrary and conscqucntly for a direction to the 
RespondentManagement to rcınstatc the Petitioner in ser 
vice we. f. 15 ,6 , 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages 
and all other attendant bcncfits . 

3. The II Party Management Telecom Department has 
filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter State 
mentdenying the allegations of the Pctitioner in the Claim 
Statement about his appointment as Casual Labour on 
14 . 12 . 1984 and his contention about continuous working 
with the Respondent/Department for a period of 1401 num 
ber of days of scrvice and the alleged termination of the 
Petitioner from service on 15 .06 . 1995. It is further alleged 
that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis for 
the unskilled work i.e. to carry out digging , drawing out 
wires, laying posts and for other casual works on daily 
rated wagos basis as and when there was work Since there 
was no work , he was not further engaged . Hence, the ques . 
tion of appointment, tcrmination and continuous service 
docs not arise. The work done by the petitioner was purely 
casual in nature and not perennial The Respondent has 


never informed the petitioner that the respondent/telecom 
department to take the petitioner back in service. In 1989 , a 
Scheme called Grant of Temporary Status to Casual 
Labourers was introduced for the Casual Labourers who 
actually worked . The cssential conditions of the scheme 
are : - 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31.3 . 1985 ; 
2. He should be currently employed on thc date of 

the implementation ofSchemei.e. 01.10.89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous scr 

vice in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01. 10 . 1989; and 
4 There should not be a brcak for a period of more 

than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars . Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 10 
be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service cer 
tificates with a view to get the benefits like regularisation 
cic. from the department So , the department did not con 
sider the claim of thc Petitioner. The allcged work done by 
the Petitioner is not skillcd and perennial in naturc . As on 
date, the department is not engaging Casual Labour like 
the petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
type of work as done by the pctitioner. Since there is no 
work and there is no post, there is no scope for the Peti 
tioner for his re -employment in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department. Thc pctitioner was engaged on casual basis 
as and when required by thc department, hence, he is not 
cligible for rçinstatement as per the law and as well as 
Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme. Hence , it is prayed 
that thc Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the 
claim petition , 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
the cvidence given in 1. D .No. 156 / 2001 on either side can 
be treated as common evidence for all these cases. On the 
side of the Politioner/Workman Sri K . Umapathy ,Petitioner 
in ID No. 156 /2001, and Sri K . Mohan , Petitioner in 
I. D .No. 262/2001 have been examined as WWI and WW2 
respectively. As per thcmcmo filed by the learned counsel 
for the RespondentManagement, the evidence given by 
onc Divisional Engineer,Mr. P. Chandrasekar, who has been 
cxamined as a common witnessMWlin I. D .No . 11/2001, 
has been treated as a common cvidence for this case and 
other similar connected cases. , On the side of the Peti 
tioner, the zerox copy of the service certificates have been 
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marked as common Workmen cxhibits . On the side of the 
Management the Zerox copy of the services certificate of 
WWI filcd before the conciliating authority carlier . and 
the Zerox copics of the originalmuster rolls which are men 
tioned in thosc Service certificates under Ex W210 W3 have 
been marked as Ex, MI,M2 10 M75 . The learned counsel for 
the II Party Management has advanced his arguments 

5 The Point for my consideration is ---- 

" Whether the Demand of the workman Shri, D . 
Kalyanasundaram for reinstatementby the GeneralMan 
ager, Telccmmunications, Chengalpattu as casual ma door 
is legal and justified ? If not, to what relicſ, hc is cntitled ? 
Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per the 
request of the Icarned counsel on either side, a joint trial of 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been con 
ducted Two out of thesc Petitioners have bcen examined 
as WW1 and WW2 Wl scries , W2 and W3 scries, the 
service certificates of WWI and WW2 respectively have 
been marked On the side of the Management the Zerox 
copy of the services certificate of WW1 filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Zerox copies of the 
originalmuster rolls which are mentioned in those Service 
certificates under Ex.WI 10 W3 have been marked as Ex. 
MI, M2 10 M73 . Apart from thcsc documents the other 
Petitioners also filed in Court individually in their respec 
tive cases as the service certificates issued to them men 
tioning their service particulars, which are remained un 
marked documents . The common claim made by all these 
Petitioners in their respective industrial dispute against 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department is that the termina 
tion of the Petitioners from service by the Respondent 
Management is illegal and they must be reinstated in ser 
vice by the Respondent Management from the date of their 
respective termination from service asmentioned in their 
respective Claim Statements . They have raised these claims 
based on the service records. They were filed into Court in 
their respective cases.WW1 and WW2 have spoken about 
their respective service certificates they have filed into 
Court in their respective cases. In the cross examination of 
both the Petitioners WW1 and WW2, they have admitted 
that they have given their service particulars to the Re 
spondent/Department as per the direction of the depart 
ment for consideration to confer temporary status mazdoors 
only. It is their further contention in the evidence that at 
the inception when they met the Telecom people, who were 
doing the work of the department near their house, te 
quested those permanent employees of the Respondent 
Telecom Department like lineman to give them work and as 
per their direction they went to soc the Assistant Engineer, 
and requested him to provide work in the Respondent 
Department. WW1 and WW2 who have deposed as com - 
mon witnesses for these Petitioners have stated in the cross 
examination that they have not mentioned all these things 
in their Claim Statements and they have not mentioned so 


in their carlier Claim Statements filed before the Regional 
Coinmissioner of Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation pro 
ceedings They ſurther say that thcy do notknow the name 
of the Assistant Engineer , whom thcy mct and asked for 
work . It is their further evidence , that they used to get the 
wagcs by signing the muster rolls and the numbers ofmus 
tcr rolls mentioned in their respective service certificates 
are true and correct and their respective names are avail 
able in those original muster rolls mentioned in their re 
spective service certificates. They ſurther say in the cross 
cxamination that they mentioned in their respective Claim 
Statements that thcy were given service certificates by the 
Assistant Enginçer for the days they worked in the 
Respondent Department They have also denicd the sug 
gestion in the cross examination , that thc service certifi 
cates produced by these Petitioners in their respective cases 
are all false certificates and they were created by them . 
They have also denied the suggestion that they have not 
worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department for the 
period they have mentioned by days in their respective 
Claim Statements. On thc side of the RespondentMan 
agement, the evidence given by Divisional Engineer, onc 
Mr. P Chandrasekar asMW1 earlier has been treated as 
common evidence for tlus case and similar connected other 
cascs as per the memo filed by the Icarned counsel for the 
RespondentManagement. According to the Petitioner , hc 
was engaged by the RespondentManagement Department 
of Telecommunication as casual mazdoor in the year 1984 
and workçd continuously till 1995 as he has stated in his 
Claim Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim 
Statemçnt that all of a sudden he was terminated and the 
action of the Respondent/Management, Telecommunica 
tion Department in terminating him from servicc in not fol 
lowing the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
is ab initio void and illegal. Since the said action of the 
RespondentManagement is illegal, he must be reinstated 
in service by the RespondentManagement from the date 
of the alleged termination of service in the year 1995. But it 
is the contention of the Respondent Management and also 
the evidence of MWI that servicc certificates filed by the 
Petitioners are all false and created by themselves and they 
have not mentioned anything with regard to availability of 
service certificates in their Claim Statements . The learned 
counsel for the RespondentManagement would further 
contend that in the Claim Statement of the Petitioners noth 
ing has been mentioned as to who appoint them and where 
they have worked and who in the Respondent Department 
has terminated them from service . There is no appointment 
order as well as the termination order passed by the 
RespondentManagement for these Petitioners to claim that 
they were appointed by the Respondent Telecom Depart 
ment and they were terminated against the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . According to the Manage 
ment of Telecom Department, these people were engaged 
in the year, 1995 and some persons were engaged at the 
end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respon 
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dent/ Telecom Department for laying the cables, and crect 
ing poles and other connected casual works. It is the spe 
cific stand of the RespondentManagement that all those 
Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the Counter 
Statement filed by the Respondent Management in their 
respective cases, the days for which the concerned Peti 
tioner had worked in the Respondent/Department has been 
clearly given . It is their further contention that service 
certificates relied upon by these Petitioners as issued by 
the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Departmentwere 
not issued by the department and they were created by the 
Petitioners themselves and the particulars of the alleged 
service in thc Telecom Departmentmentioned in the ser 
vice certificates said to have been issued by the officials of 
the Respondent/Department from 1984 to 1995 are all 
bogus . By sufficient documentary evidence , evidence 
through Ex ,M2 to M75 original muster rolls in the cross 
cxamination of WW1 and WW2 and through the common 
evidence ofMW1 it has been established that the particu 
lars given in the service certificates by the Petitioners are 
bogus. WW1 and WW2 have clearly admitted in their cross 
examination when their attention have been drawn to the 
entries in the original muster rolls mentioned in their ser 
vice certificates that their names have notbeen available in 
the original muster rolls, maintained by the Telccom De 
partment. The zerox copy of those muster rolls have been 
exhibited on the side of the RespondentManagement as 
Management Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the cross examination 
of the common witness for the Management MW1, no 
suggestion is put to him about the work of the Petitioner 
for 240 days in the Telecom Department. No suggestion 
was put in the cross examination ofMW1that the particu 
lars furnished in the service certificates produced by the 
Petitioners are not bogusbut they are genuine.On the side 
of the Petitioners, no one has been examined as a witness 
to prove the service certificates they are relying upon . The 
officials in the Telecom Department, who said to have is 
sued those certificates have not been cxamined by the 
Petitioners to prove their respective service certificates. 
From these common evidence available, it is seen that these 
Petitioners have worked for few days by assisting the regu 
lar staff of thc Respondent/ Telecom Department in carry 
ing out the departmental work as Casual Labourers. From 
the available evidence, it is seen that these Petitioners were 
engaged as Casual Labourers by thc regular departmental 
workmen for the seasonal work of the department they 
were attending and they were discngaged on completion 
of the particular work . From this it is secn that the conten 
tion of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement that the work 
will be available always and it is perennial type ofwork are 
all false . The Petitioners who have been examined as com 
mon witnesses for workmen as WWI and WW2 have ad 
mitted that they were engaged as Casual Labourers by the 
regular staff of the department only to assist them for do 
ing the departmentalwork as and when it was necessary 
From the evidence available in this case , it is seen that 


Petitioners who have been working as casual mazdoors 
temporarily by assisting the regular and permanent staff of 
Respondent/ Telecom Department have disengaged , since 
the work they were attended were completed and there 
was no further work for them to do . So from the materials 
available in this case by way of exhibits and evidence , it is 
clearly established by the Respondent Management by 

production of original muster rolls which have been re 
. . ferred to in service certificates of the Petitioners that the 

Pctitioners have never worked as Casual Labourers under 
those muster rolls for the said period and have not been 
paid wages by the department. From this , it is seen as 
contended by the learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management in his argument that the particulars given in 
the service certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
true particulars but they are bogus certificates. If really, the 
particulars given in the service certificates relied upon by 
the Petitioners are true, they would have been granted 
temporary stalus mazdoors for Casual Labourers by the 
RespondentDepartment. From the evidence available in 
these cases, it is abundantly proved by the Respondent / 
Department that these Petitioners have not worked con 
tinuously from 1985 to 1995. Further, it is seen from the 
evidence available that the Petitioners were engaged by 
the department as Casual Labourers only for the short pe 
riod and they were given wages on daily rated basis . It is 
the evidence of MW1 that the work the Petitioners were 
doing as Casual Labourers was only seasonal work and it 
was not a continuous one and it is not available all through 
the year. It cannot be denied that the work thesc Petition 
ers attended as Casual Labourers in the Respondent/Man 
agement departmentwere only developmentwork like open 
ing new telephone exchanges and strengthening the exist 
ing exchanges and thcy were done as project works and on 
completion of that work , these Petitioners have no work in 
thç department to continue in service. It is the definite 
evidence ofMWI that on checking the service particulars 
given by the Petitioners, the department has found that 
the particulars they furnished are not truc and they were 
found to be bogus. All these things cannot be denied . It 
has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by the 
Respondent Management by rclevant documents that the 
names of the Petitioners were not available in the original 
muster rolls that has been mentioned in their service cer 
tificates. From this, it is established that the particulars 
given in their servicc certificatcs are false . No date of issuc 
of those servicc certificatcs is available in the service cer 
tificates. The Petitioners who have been examined as com 
mon witnesses for those Petitioners as WWI and WW2 
also have not stated in their evidence, the dates on which 
they were issued those service certificates by the con 
cerned officials in thc department. If they were really 
issued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment as a record for their service in the department, the 
Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all these 
things in their respective Claim Statements. The non -men 


[ YTT II - 


453( ii ) ] 


MRAT 49 : 46 15 , 2002/08 25 , 1924 


5675 


- 


- 


tion of the same in their Claim Statements and the produc 
tion of these certificates without any base during trial of 
the cases before this Tribunal go to show that these Peti 
tioners for the purpose of these cases have created them 
as it is contended by the RespondentManagement. From 
the available materials, it is seen that theRespondentMan 
agement in regular course did not employ Petitioners and 
they were not given independent work , so the question of 
retrenchment from service does not at all arise. So under 
such circumstances, the question of Respondents not ſol 
lowing the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and 
the issuance of prior notice and compensation under sec 
tion 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all 
arise . As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court , 
the Petitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable, 
legal cvidence that he has worked in the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department as a CasualLabour for a continuous 
period of 240 days preceding the date on which they have 
heen discngaged from work . In the absence of such evi 
dence on the side of the Petitioner, it can be concluded that 
they have no right to claim even conferment of temporary 
status of casual mazdoors and also to claim rcinstatement 
in service in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. So , 
under such circumstances, from the available materials it is 
seen that the action of the Management of Telecom De 
partment in not engaging these Petitioners as casual 
mazdoors, subsequent to completion of work for which 
they have engaged is legal and justified . Hence , this Peti 
tioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed for in his Claim 
Statement. Thus, the point is answered accordingly. 

6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement. No Cost . 

(Dictated to the Stenographer , transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002 .) 

K .KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W . W .I - Sh . K .Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 
W . W .2. - Sh . K .Mohan (Petitioner in I.D . 262/2001) 
For the II Party /Management: - 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P. Chandrasekar DE (Legal & Commercial ) 

Examined in I. D .No. 11 /2001 and has taken as 

Common evidence in this case . 
Common Documents Marked :-- - 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WIScries ( 7) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners. 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series( 7) - Xerox copy of the service certificates issued 


in favour of Petitioners . 
For the II Party Management: 
M - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
M2 Xerox copy of M . R . No .05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 05851 
M4 - 

Xerox copy of M . R No. 05850 
M5 - Xerox copy of M , R No. 07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /04693 
M7 

Xerox copy of M . R . No . 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 3 /06114 
M9 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 3/06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06114 
Mil - Xerox copy ofMR No. 6 /06115 
M12 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.6706115 
MI3 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 18 /06115 
M14 Xerox copy of M . R . No . 1 /08511 
MI5 

Xerox copy of M . R . No . 19 /07289 
M16 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 774427 
M17 Xerox copy of M . R . No . 4 /4431 
M18 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 13/ 15 948 
M19 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 /06117 
M20 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/08514 
M25 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15/20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /20861 
M27 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 11/ 20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03 /20867 
M30 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 02 /20868 
M31 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13/20863 
M32 Xerox copy ofMR. No. 12 / 20869 
M33 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /4 
M37 . Xerox copy of M . R No. 14 /4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 4 /5 
M39 - Xerox copy of M , R . No. 7 /5 
M40 . Xerox copy ofMR No. 10 / 5 
M41 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11 /5 
M42 . Xerox copy of M . R No. 17/ 5 
M43 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 22 /5 
M44 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /59 
M45 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 04978 
M45 
M46 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 8 /06216 
M47 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 7/4427 
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M49 - Xerox copy ofMR. No. 15 /06117 
M50 - XeroxcopyofM . R No. 9/06114 
M51 - Xerox copy ofMR. No. 18 /06114 
M52 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 6 /06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy ofMR. No. 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M . R No .2/08511 
M56 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 22/0851 
M57 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13/08512 
M58 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy ofMR. No 15 /20861 
M61 - Xerox copy ofMR. No 18 /20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/20863 
M64 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 / 20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11 /20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.09 /20866 
M67 - Xerox copy ofMR. No. 03 /20867 
M30 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 14 / 20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 02 /20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /20869 
M71 Xerox copy of M . R . No.06 /21253 
M72 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /27 
M73 - Xerox copy of M . R No 19 /29 
M74 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /29 
M75 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 20 /29 


CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATTA 

Reference No . 34 of 1994 
PARTIES : Employers in relation to the management of 
Calcutta Telephones, Calcutta 

AND 

Their workman . 
PRESENT : 
Mr. Justice Bharat Prasad Sharma.............Presiding 
Officer 
APPEARANCE : 
On behalf of Mr. T. Chowdhury, Advocate. 
Management : 
On behalf of Mr. J.C . Consul, Advocate . 
Workmen ; 
State : West Bengal, Industry: Telephones. 
Dated : 3rd. May , 2002 . 

AWARD 
By Order No L -40012 / 109 /93/ IR (DU ) dated 
30 -09 - 1994 the CentralGovernment in exercise of its pow 
ers under Section 10 ( 1) (d ) and ( 2A ) of the IndustrialDis 
putcs Act, 1947 referred the following dispute to this Tri 
bunal ſor adjudication : 

" Whether the action of the management of Calcutta 
Telephones in issuing the superannuation notice dated 
7 - 12 - 90 to Shri Keshar Shaw , R /M Zamadar in 40 /47 
Extemal Cable Calcutta Telephoncw .c.f. 30 -6 -93 is proper, 
legal and justificd ? If not, to what relief the workman con 
ccrncd is entitled ?” 

2. The present reference relates to the order of re 
tircment of an employee, Keshar Shaw , R /M Zamadar of 
Calcutta Telephones with effect from 30 -6 - 1993. The said 
order of the management hasbeen challenged by the Na 
tional Union of Telegraph Engineering Employees , Line 
Staff & Class- IV , Calcutta Telephone Circle on behalf of 
the workman concerned . 

3 From the written statement filed on bchalf of the 
union it appcars that the aforesaid Shri Keshar Shaw was 
appointed as daily -rated mazdoor in 1956 by the manage 
ment of Calcutta Telephones and thereafter he became a 
regular mazdoor on monthly - rate basis and was deputed to 
47 Exchange of Calcutta Telephones. It is stated that at the 
timeof his appointment in October, 1956 the workman gave 
his age as 18 ycars which was accepted by the Department 
and accordingly he was absorbed as a regular mazdoor by 
an order dated 18 - 11 - 1959 issued by the Assistant Engi 
neer, Calcutta Telephones and was promoted to 
Category -B with effect from 01- 12 - 1959 . It is stated that 
when in 1959 he was absorbed as a regular mazdoor on 
monthly -rated başıs , he appeared before the medical ex 
amination board and a certificate was granted to him by 
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टेलिफोन के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के 
बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक 
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[ # . 79 - 40012 /109/93 - 3275 , 37 . ( 51. 7 .) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 


Taw Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 


S . O . 1966 . — In pursuance or Section 17 of the In 
dustrial Dispute Act , 1947 (14 of 1947 ), the Central Gov 
ernment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.34 / 94 ) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal / Labour Court 
Kolkata now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the manage 
ment of Calcutta Telephones and their workman , which 
was received by thc Central Govornment on 21 -5 -2002 . 

No L - 40012/ 109 /93 - IR (D . U .) ] 
KILDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 
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which his age was assessed to be 21 years on 01- 12 - 1959 . 
Thus, his date of birth appcarcd to be in the year 1938 . It is 
further stated that after a couple of wecks one Sukhari 
Shaw , uncle of the concerned workman, who was also 
working as a Lineman in the Calcutta Telephones, told the 
workman concerned that his actual date of birth was 2nd 
March , 1938 and he also agreed to sworn an affidavit in 
this regard Accordingly, the workman obtained an 
affidavit from Sukhari Shaw and filed it before the then 
Assistant Engincer of Calcutta Telephones, Shri B . 
Mukherjee. It is also further stated that the date ofbirth of 
the concerned workman was accepted as 2nd March , 1938 
by the Dept. and in Police verification also it was so . It is 
further stated that according to his date of birth in March , 
1983, he was due to retiring March , 1998 on attaining the 
age of 60 years, but the General Manager of the Calcutta 
Telephones issued a letter dated 07 - 12 - 1990 asking the 
workman to submit his formal application for pension as he 
was to superannuate on 30 -06 - 1993 on the basis of his date 
ofbirth at Ist. July , 1933. Thereafter the workman in the 
last week of February , 1971 applicd to thc Sub -divisional 
Officer (phones),who wasmaintaining the personal file of 
the concerned workman , for grant of certificate about his 
date of birth as recorded in his personal file for filing a 
representation to the Chief GeneralManager and the cer 
tificate was accordingly granted to him showing his date 
of birth as 2nd March , 1938 on his basis of C . R . Dossier, 
The workman then submitted a representation to the Cluef 
GeneralManager on 11 -03 - 1993 praying for amendment of 
the notice dated 07 - 12 - 1990 issued by the General 
Manager because his date of birth was 2nd March , 1938 . 
Then theDeputy AreaManager (Central) by his letter dated 
8/ 9th April , 1991 informed the concerned workman that on 
verification of his service book it was found that his date 
of birth stood recorded as01-07 - 1933 , but the letter did not 
state anything about the date of birth noted in his C . R . 
Dossier or in the circular dated 13 - 11- 1989 or the certificate 
granted to him by the Assistant Engineer. It was also not 
stated as to on what basis his date of birth was changed 
from 1938 to 1933. Therefore , the workman concerned 
referred the matter to the union and the union in its turn 
took up thematter with the Arca Manager ( Central),Calcutta 
Telephones and ultimately the matter was brought on the 
agenda of the bi-monthly meeting and it was discussed 
with the Area Manager (Central) on 10 -07- 1991 . 
Accordingly, it was decided that the case will be pursued 
by the Assistant Engineer (Central). It is further stated 
that after about 3 months the Assistant Engineer ( Central) 
by a letter dated 01- 10 - 1991 inferred the concerned 
workman that the competent authority did not agree to 
alter the date of birth of the concerned workman and it 
stood as 01-07 - 1933 as recorded at the time of opening of 
the Service Book in 1960. It is stated that falsity of the 
claim is apparent from the fact in the medical examination 
report dated 05 - 12- 1959 in which the age of the workman 
was shown to be about 21 years. The union , therefore , 


raised an industrial dispute with thc managementby writ 
ing letter dated 28 - 10 - 1991 and the Chief 
GeneralManager requested to correct the daic of birth as 
recorded in the service Book and to issue instruction for 
withdrawal of the retirement notice, issued in this regard . 
Thereafter the Deputy Area Manager (Central) by latter 
dated 13 -01 - 1993 asked the workman concerned to submit 
documentary cvidence showing his date of birth as 2nd 
March , 1938 for onward transmission to the Assistant 
Engineer. In reply to the said letter the workman concemed 
wrote to the Assistant Engineer, Staff ( Central) on 20th 
January, 1993 that he had duly submitted the supporting 
document and that his C .R . records also show his date of 
birth as 2nd March , 1938 . It is stated that since the 
affidavit submitted by the workinan in December, 1959 
sworn by Sukhari Shaw was destroyed by white ant, the 
concerned workman obtained an affidavit from his aunt 
Smu. Matukni Devi, who had nursed the mother of the 
concerned workman at the timeofhis birth , on 18 -01- 1993 
and submitted the same to the Assistant Engineer 
(Central) by letter dated 20 -01- 1993 and also endorscd copy 
to the Assistant Engineer, Head Quarters, Deputy Area 
Manager (Central ) and Deputy General Manager (A ) which 
showed the date of birth of the workman as 2nd March , 
1938 It is stated that inspite of all being done , the 
Assistant Engineer, Staff wrote a letter to the Area Man 
ager ( Central) on 04 -03- 1993 that the date of birth of the 
workman recorded in the first page of the Service Book , 
i.c ., 01-07- 1933 was allowed to stand and directed the con 
cerned workman to be informed accordingly . According to 
the Union this order and information was illegal and ac 
cordingly a decision was taken by the union to pursue the 
matter and the dispute was raiscd before the Regional 
Labour Commissioner ( Central). The mectings were also 
held for conciliation , but it could notmaterialise and ac 
cordingly a failure report was submitted and the present 
reference has been made . 

4 . A written statement has been filed on behalf of 
the management in which it has been stated that the present 
reference itself is notmaintainable as it suffers from some 
defects . It is stated that the disputcin question fails within 
the jurisdiction ofthe Central Administrative Tribunal and, 
therefore , the reference in the present form is not 
maintainable . It is also stated that the present reference is 
notmaintainable because the dispute in question does not 
fall within the purview of the matters relating to the dis 
missal discharge or retrenchment of the workman as enu 
merated in Section 2 (s) and , therefore, it ‘is unrelated to 
Section 2A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . It is also 
stated that the workman had filled a writ pctition before the 
Hon ble High Court of Calcutta and had received two in 
tcrim orders on 06 -07 - 1993 and 21-09- 1993 respectively. It 
is stated that in the order dated 06 -07 - 1993 it is specifically 
stated that Annexures Cand G of the writ petition regard 
ing superannuation will abide by the result of the writ 
petition as well as the order dated 21 -09 - 1993 and it was 
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also stated that the said writ petition was still not disposed 
of and was a pending before the Hon ble High Court and , 
therefore , this matter could not have been agitated in this 
forum , However, 90 for as the merit of the claim of the 
Union is concerned , it has been stated that the concerned 
workman retired on superannuation with effect from 30 -06 
1993 as per the recorded date of birth in the Service Book . 
It is further stated that Shri Keshar Shaw the concerned 
workman was appointed as monthly - rated mazdoor 
Category -B in the scale of Rs. 30 -Rs. 35 /- per month with 
cffect from 01- 12 - 1959 wide order of the General Manager, 
Calcutta Telephones dated 18 - 11 - 1959 and was subsc 
quently absorbed as regular Class- IV Mazdoor with effect 
from 26 -02 - 1964 . It is also further stated that the service 
Book of the workman concerned was prepared on 23-08 
1960 and the entries made in it were within the knowledge 
of the workman and after those entries were made and 
included in the Service Book duc authentication was made 
by the department and after the thumb impression of the 
workman was obtained in the Service Book which was duly 
verified . It is stated that the date of birth was recorded to 
be the year 1933 in accordance with the declaration made 
by the workman and it is also further stated that since no 
document, such as, school certificate or secondary exami 
nation certificate or extract from the birth register of the 
workman was produced by him , his declaration was treated 
as conclusive and the entry was deemed to be correct. It is 
further stated that inspite of full knowledge of the re 
corded age in the Service Book , the workman did not raise 
any dispute throughout his service career and the dispute 
was only raised before his retirement,which is not permis 
şible as per notc sheet of Financial Rulc 56 . It is further 
stated that the workman while he was absorbed asMazdoor 
in regular Class -IV was served with a appointment letter 
dated 26 -02 - 1964 in which his date ofbirth was recorded as 
1933 . It is also stated that the date of birth of the workman 
in the gradation lists of 1967 and 1983 was also shown as 
01- 07 - 1933, but the workman did not raise any objection 
either on receipt of the appointment letter or after issuance 
of the gradation lists of 1967 and 1983 and he preferred to 
remain silent till 1991, i.e., almost at the fag and of his 
career. It is further stated that so far as the representation 
for correction of date of birth at the fag end of his service 
career is concerned , it is well-settled principle of law that it 
is not permissible . It is also further stated that on such 
representation being made to the managernent by the work 
man , the management by their letters dated 25 -06 - 1992 , 20 
10 - 1992 and 13 -01- 1993 soughtclarifications and asked the 
workman to produce documents in support of his claim of 
date birth being 2ndMarch , 1938 , but the workman failed 
to produce any such document and accordingly he was 
informed that on verification of Service Book it was found 
that his date ofbirth Stood as 01-07 - 1933 . It is further stated 
that after affording all opportunities to the workman to 
substantiate his stand to prove his claim regarding date of 
birth and on workman s failure to comply with the same, 


the management in view of the entry in the Service Book 
conclusively accepted 1st. July, 1933 as the actual date of 
birth of the workman as per Rules 79 and 80 of the General 
financial rules. It is further stated that all the allegations 
made in the written statement of the union are denied and 
the union is put to strict proofof the allegations made . The 
allegations in the written statement of the union have also 
been parawise controverted and denied by the managment. 

5 . So far as the evidence is concerned , it appears 
that in course of the evidence the workman concerned 
himself was examined on 05 -07- 1999 and he was also cross 
examined by the management and was discharged . There 
after, on 09 - 08 - 1999 another witness Ramananda Saha 
was also examined , but his examination was not completed 
and concluded . It appears that after the depositions were 
recorded the then Presiding Officer retired and when the 
matter was taken up for further hearing , some adjourn 
ments were sought by the parties on one ground and other 
and ultimately when thematterwas fixed for evidence, the 
Advocate of the Union appeared and no witness was pro 
duced and accordingly the case of the union was closed 
and the management was directed to produce its witness , 
but themanagement did not examine any witness and the 
case of themanagementwas also closed .However,in course 
of cross-examination of WW - 1, he was confronted with 
the entries in the Service Book and it was admitted into 
evidence as Ext. M - 1 . So far as WW - 2 is concerned , be 
cause his evidence could not be concluded , it has been 
treated as expunged . 

6 . Somedocuments were filed on behalf of the union , 
but those have not been admitted into evidence as no 
such effort has been made by the Advocate for the union . 
No other document on behalf of themanagement has also 
becn admitted into evidence , excepting Ext. M - 1. 

7. So far as the objection regarding the maintain 
ability of the reference in view of the provisions of the 
Administrative Tribunals Act is concerned , it is true that 
the matters relating to the service of the public servants 
has to be considered by the Administrative Tribunals, but 
this is a case in which the union has sponsored the cause 
of a workman treating Calcutta Telephones as an industry 
which is being treated as an industry in several of the 
references relating to different kinds of industrial disputes. 
Therefore, when the matter relates to an industrial dispute 
between the workman and the employer it is covered within 
the purview of the jurisdiction of the Industrial Tribunal 
under the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the reference 
on this account cannot be said to be not maintainable. 

8 . However, it has becn pointed out and the relevant 
copies of the orders passed by the Hon ble High Court of 
Calcutta have also been filed to show that a writ petition in 
this regard was filed by the workman in thematter in ques 
tion and the said writ petition has been registered as Civil 
Order No. 8296 (W ) of 1993 . A prayer was made at one 
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stage on behalf of the managment that because the matter Service Book and it was marked Ext. M - 1 . The witness 
was under consideration before the Hon blc High Court in has also further stated that the thumb impression on 
writ jurisdiction , the workman could nothave been permit the Service Book was his and he also further stated that 
ted to avail this forum so long the writ petition was pend whatever are written in the Service Book are all correct. 
ing and was not disposed of. In this regard , it appears that 
the Advocate for the union had at one pointof time under 

10 . In this view of the matter, it has been submit 
taken to withdraw the writ petition also to cross this hurdle, 

ted on behalf of the management that after a clear ad 
but no such order has been produced , nor any final order 

mission of the workman concerned that the Service Book 
passed by the Hon ble High Court was produced or shown . 

was prepared in 1960 on which he has put his thumb 
Therefore, it has to be treated that the matter is subjudice 

impression and that the entries in the Service Book are 
before the Hon ble High Court. In this view of the matter, 

correct , the union cannot be hcard to say that there is 
the present reference does not appear to be maintainable 

mistake in the recording of the date of birth , so far as 
before this Tribunal, but because there was no stay order 

the concerned workman is concerned . It has been sub 
passed by the Hon ble High Court, the hearing has pro 

mitted on behalf of the management that there is no 
ceeded as usual. 

material to show that the workman at any point of time 

earlier to 1991 had filed any representation to the man 
9. So far as thc evidence is concerned , as it has agement to the effect that there has been mistake in his 
already been stated above , there is no other evidence , date of birth which should be corrected and changed 
either oral or documentary , available on record except and he also did not file any proof in support of his 
ing for cvidence of WW -1 the concerned workman him actual date of birth , such as matriculation certificate or 
self and the Service Roll, Ext. M - 1 . It appears from the even a school leaving certificate or a horoscope or birth 
Service Roll , Ext. M - 1 that when the Roll was prepared certificate or extract of the Birth register. It is , therefore, 
on 23 -08 - 1960 the date of birth of the workman con submitted that as per rules and practice followed when 
ccrncd was noted as 1st. July , 1933 and the thumb im ever a workman joins , he has to declare his date ofbirth 
pression and finger prints as per rules were also taken or approximate age and he is also required to produce 
from the workman concerned . It has been stated on document in support of his claim and if no such docu 
behalf of the management that there is provision re ment is produced , his declaration is accepted and the 
garding declaration and entry of date of birth in the date of birth declared by him is treated as correct. It is 
service record in the Fundamental Rules, Chapter-48 , submitted that according to this very process the entry 
according to which any person newly appointed to a regarding the date of birth of the workman was made in 
service or post in the Govt. shall declare the date of the Service Roll and the workman when he filed the 
birth by the Christian era with as far as possible confir representation did not produce any authentic document 
matory documentary evidence , such as, matriculation 

in support of his claim that his date of birth was in the 
certificate,municipal birth certificate and so on and if year 1938 and not in the year 1933 as recorded in the 
the exact date is not known , an approximate date shall Service Book 
be determined and it is also further laid down that ac 

11. It is obvious that only after he received the 
tual date or the assumed date determined in the matter 
stated above , shall be recorded in the Service Book or 

notice regarding his superannuation in 1993 , the work 
in other records that may be kept in respect of the Gov 

man started making hectic efforts to get his date of 
ernment Scrvants scrvice . There is also provision for 

birth charged for the purpose of obtaining an extended 
alteration of date of birth which is to be made on the 

period of service for a little less than 5 years. Such an 
rcqucst of the workman concerned , but it has to be 

efforts does not appear to be bonafide and genuinc . 
within 5 years of the entry is made . It is , however, a 

The date of birth of the workaman connot be changed 
general principle which iswell -settled that no workman in this manner at this stage as has been consistently 
or public servant can be allowed to challenge the date 

held by the higher counts including the apex court of 
of birth recorded in his service record at the fag end of 

the country. The matter, therefore does not require any 
his service . It has also been . submitted on behalf of 

further considerations workman concerned docs not 
the management that the authenticity and correctness 

appear to be entitled to any kind of relief sought for by 
of the entries in the Service Book cannot be challenged 

him 
also in view of the statement made by the workman 

12 . The reference is accordingly decided and dis 
himself as WW - 1 in his cross -examination where he 

posed of 
has stated that he joined Calcutta Telephones as ca 
sual labour in 1956 and in 1959 he became a permanent 

B . P. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
cmployee and he also further stated that a Service Book 

Dated, Kolkata , 
was prepared in 1960 and when he was confronted with 
the Service Book , he also stated that it was original Thc 3rd May, 2002 
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farut, 21 28, 2002 
chl . 34 . 1967. - telfie 1996 sqfufrah 1947 
( 1947 4114 ) ERT 17 375144 , 14 HEAR THER 
fum i Hafratret Att 394 tortala , 
अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक 
f4 " , - 18 TAR ( HGH FCT 212 /2001 ) # yifera 
# , 14 FOR 4 21 - 5 - 2002 YTTET TI 
[ # . TM - 40012 /112/99 - 3475 . FR . ( 51. 7 ) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
S. O . 1967 . - - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.212/ 2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal / Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the In 
dustrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of Telecom Deptt . and their workman , which 
was received by the Central Government on 21-5 -2002. 

[No. L-40012 /112/99 -IR (D .U .)] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April,2002 
PRESENT : 

K . Karthikeyan , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 212/2001 
( TamilNadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D .No . 212/99 ) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub - section 2 ( A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
( 14 of 1947 ), betwecn the Workman Shri M .Munuswamy 
and the management of the General Manager , Telecommu 
nications, Kanchecpuram Dist. Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Slui M .Munuswamy : I Party /Workman 

AND 
1. The GeneralManager , : Il Party Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Distt ., 
Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman : M /s. M .Gnanasekar, C . 

Premavathi & 

G .Manjula , Advocates 
For theManagement : Shri R . Kanniappan Addl. 

OGSC 


The Govt. of India,Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and 
sub -section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputc Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No . L -40012 / 112 /99/ IR 
(DU ) dated 26 -08 - 1999 . 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was taken 
on file as I.D . No. 212 /99. When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India , Ministry of 
Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case from that 
Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of 
records from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on file 
as I. D . No. 212 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel 
on either side , informing them about the transfer of this 
case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before this 
Tribunal on 07.02 . 2001. On receipt of notice from this Tri 
bunal, the counsel on either side present along with their 
respective partics and prosecuted the case further. 

When the matter cameup before me for final hearing 
on 01. 04 .2002 , upon penising the Claim Statement, Counter 
Statement, additional counter statement, the othermaterial 
papers on record , the oral and documentary evidence let in 
on either side as common evidence for this case and the 
connected similar cases and after hearing the arguments 
advanced by the learned counsel for the II Party /Manage 
ment alone, this matter having stood over till this datc for 
consideration , this Tribunal has passed the following : - 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the abovc order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

“ Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecmmunications, Chengalpattu in terminating the 
services of Sh . M .Munuswamy, casual mazdoor is 
legal and justified ? If not, to what relief, he is en 
titled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows : - 

The I Party/Workman Sh . M .Munugwamy (hercin 
after refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour 
in the II Party Management Telecom Department (herein 
after refers to as Respondent) on 1. 12. 1984 for digging , 
drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as 
directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal wages of 
Rs.6 .50 as daily rated wages. Though the Petitioner has 
been continuously working with the Respondent, and has 
put in 1164 number of days of service, he had not been 
regularised . The Department of Telecommunication in or 
der to absorb the casual mazdoors working in the depart 
ment for a long period formulated a Schemcknown as ca 
sual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and 
Regularisation ) Scheme. The Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment failed to confer temporary status on the Petitioner 
under the said Scheme, which is illegal and arbitrary . The 
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I Party /Workman has been denied employment w .c .f. 

perennial. The Respondent has never informed the peti 
25.06 . 1995 and, when his serviccs were terminated he was 

tioner that the respondent/ telecom department to take the 
getting Rs 60 /- as daily wages. When he approached the 

petitioner back in service. In 1989, a Schemecalled Grant 
concerned authority for conferment of temporary status, 

of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was introduced 
he was informed that he will be taken back to duty. The 

for the Casual Labourers who actually worked . The essen 
Petitioner was waiting for orders from the Respondent 

tial conditions of the scheme are : 
Telecom Department regarding his re -engagement. How 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 
ever, he has not received any orders nor he was taken back 

to 31.3 .1983 ; 
to duty so far. His service was utilised for the regular work 

2 He should be currently employed on the date of 
that is perennial in nature . Therefore, when the work and 

the implementation of Scheme i.e. 01. 10 .89; 
the necessity to engage the Petitioner continuous , there is 

3. He should have put in 240 days continuous ser 
no reason or justification for denying the employment to 
the Petitioner. No reason was given by the Respondent 

vice in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01. 10 . 1989, and 
Telecom Department for terminating the services of the 
Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the prin 

4 . There should not be a break for a period ofmore 
ciples of natural justice. No enquiry was conducted and 

than one year. 
the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before his 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
services were discontinued . The Petitioner has put in more particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
than a decade continuous service and the termination of also furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner 
his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 25F did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Further, the Petitioner could not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
was not given any notice or compensation in terms of the submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found to 
said provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Hence, the be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service cer 
action of the Respondent Department in terminating the tificates with a view to get the benefits like regularisation 
services of the Petitioner without notice or compensation etc. from the department. So, the department did not con 
is ab initio void and the Petitioner is deemed to be in con sider the claim of the Petitioner . The alleged work done by 
tinuous in servicc and therefore, is entitled to be reinstated the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature . As on 
with all other service benefits including arrears of back date , the department is not engaging Casual Labour like 
wages. The Respondent ought to have conferred tempo the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
rary status as per the temporary status scheme and further type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since there is no 
absorbed him against regular Group D post. The Respon work and there is no post , there is no scope for the Peti 
dent/ Telecom Department s action in not doing so is illegal tioner for his re - employment in the Respondent/ Telecom 
and arbitrary. Hence, this industrial dispute has been raised Department. The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis 
against the Respondent Telecom Department for a decla as and when required by the department, hence , he is not 
ration that the order of termination dated 25 .6 , 95 is illegal eligible for reinstatement as per the law and as well as 
and arbitrary and conscqucnuly ſor a direction to the Re Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme. Hence, it is prayed 
spondentManagement to reinstate the Petitioner in scr that the Hon ble Tribunalmay be pleased to dismiss the 
vice w .e.f. 25.6 . 1995 and to pay all arrcars ofback wages claim petition 
and all other attendant benefits. 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
3. The II Party Management Telecom Department has learned counsel on either side represented that this case 
filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter State along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
mcnt denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim workmen likc thc Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Statement about his appointment as Casual Labour on Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
1. 12 . 1984 and his contention about continuous working the evidence given in I.D .No. 156 /2001 on either side can 
with the Respondent/Department for a period of 1164 num be treated as common evidence for all these cases . On the 
ber of days of service and the alleged termination of the side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner 
Petitioner from service on 25 .06 . 1995. It is furtheralleged in LD .No. 156 / 2001, and Sri K .Mohan , Petitioner in 
that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis for I.D .No.262/2001have been cxamined as WW1and WW2 
the unskilled work i.e. to carry out digging, drawing out respectively. As per the memo filed by the learned counsel 
wires, laying posts and for other casual works on daily for the RespondentManagement, the cvidence given by 
rated wages basis during 1995 for a period of 229 days one Divisional Engineer,Mr. P. Chandrasekar, who has been 
only. The department used to engage the Petitioner as and examined as a common witness MW1 in I. D .No. 11/2001, 
when there was work . Since there was no work , he was not has been treated as a common evidence for this case and 
further engaged . Hence , the question of appointment, ter other similar connected cases. On the side of the Petitioner, 
mination and continuous service does not arise . The work the xerox copy of the service certificates have been marked 
done by the petitioner was purely casual in nature and not as common Workmen exhibits. On the side of theManage 
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ment the xerox copy of the services certificate of WW1 
filed before the conciliating authority carlier and the xcrox 
copies of the originalmuster rolls which are mentioned in 
those Service certificates under Ex .Wl to W3 have been 
marked as Ex.MI,M2 to M75. The learned counsel for the 
II Party /Management has advanced his arguments . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is 
" Whether .the action of the General Manager, 
Telecmmunications, Chengalpattu in terminating the 
Services of Sh . M .Munuswamy , casual mazdoor is 
legal and justified ? If not, to what relief, he is en 
titled ?" 
Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per the 
request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint trialof 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been con 
ducted Two out of these Petitioners have been examined 
as WWI and WW2 . WI Series, W2 and W3 series , the 
service certificates of WW1 and WW2 respectively have 
been marked . On the side of the Management the xerox 
copy of the services certificate of WW I filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the xerox copies of the 
originalmuster rolls which are mentioned in those Service 
certificates under Ex.W1 to W3 have been marked as Ex.MI, 
M2 to M75. Apart from these documents the other Peti 
tioners also filed in Court individually in their respective 
cases as the service certificates issued to them mentioning 
their service particulars , which are remained unmarked 
documents . The common claim made by all these 
Petitioners in their respective industrial dispute against 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department is that the termina 
tion of the Petitioners from service by the Respondent 
Management is illegal and they must be reinstated in ser 
vice by the Respondent Management from the date of their 
respective termination from service as mentioned in their 
respective Claim Statements . They have raised these claims 
based on the service records. They were filed into Court in 
their respective cases. WW1 and WW2have spoken about 
their respective service certificates they have ſiled into 
Court in their respective cases . In the cross examination of 
both the Petitioners WW1 and WW2, they have admitted 
that the/ have given their service particulars to the Re 
spondent Department as per the direction of the depart 
ment for consideration to confer termporary status 
mazdoors only. It is their further contention in the 
evidence that at the inccption when they meet the Telecom 
people , who were doing the work of the department near 
their house, Requested those permanent employces the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department like lineman to give them 
work and as per their direction they went to see thc Assis 
tant Engineer, and requested him to providework in the 
Respondent Department. WW1 and WW2 who have 
deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners have 
stated in the cross examination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and 
the/have not mentioncd so in their earlier Claim State 


ments filed before the Regional Commissioner of Labour, 
Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They further say 
that they do not know the name of the Assistant Engineer, 
whom they nct and asked for work . It is their further evi 
dence , that they used to get the wages by signing the 
muster rolls and the numbers ofmuster rollsmentioned in 
their respective service certificates are true and correct 
and their respective names are available in those original 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective service certifi 
cates. They further say in the cross examination that they 
mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that they 
were given service certificates by the Assistant Engineer 
for the days they worked in the Respondent/Department. 
They have also denied the suggestion in the cross exami 
nation , that the service certificates produced by these 
Petitioners in their respective cases are all false certificates 
and they were created by them . They have also denied the 
suggestion that they have not worked in the Respondent 
Telecom Department for the period they have mentioned 
by days in their respective Claim Statements . On the side 
of the Respondent Management, the evidence given by 
Divisional Engineer, oneMr. P. Chandrasekar as MWI car 
lier has been treated as common evidence for this case and 
similar connected other cases as per the memo filed by the 
leamed counsel for the RespondentManagement. Accord 
ing to the Petitioner, he was engaged by the Respondent/ 
ManagementDepartmentof Telecommunication as casual 
mazdoor in the year 1984 and worked continuously till 1995 
as he has stated in his Claim Statement. It is his further 
allegation in the Claim Statement that all of a sudden he 
was terminated and the action of the RespondentMan 
agement, Telecommunication Department in terminating 
him from service in not following the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. 
Since the said action of the RespondentManagement is 
illcgal, he must be reinstated in service by the Respon 
dentManagement from the date of the alleged termination 
of service in the year 1995 . But it is the contention of the 
RespondentManagement and also the evidence ofMWI 
that service certificates filed by the Petitioners are all false 
and created by themselves and they have not mentioned 
anything with regard to availability of service certificates 
in their Claim Statements. The learned counsel for the Re 
spondentManagement would further contend that in the 
Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been men 
tioned as to who appoint them and where they have worked 
and who in the Respondent Department has terminated 
them from service. There is no appointment order as well 
as the termination order passed by the Respondent Man 
agement for these Petitioners to claim that they werc ap 
pointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Department and they 
were terminated against the provisions of Industrial Dis 
putes Act , 1947. According to the Management of Telecom 
Department, these people were engaged in the year 1995 
and some persons were engaged at the end of 1994 for 
assisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom 
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Department for laying the cables, and erecting poles and 
other connected casual works. It is the specific stand of 
the Respondent/Management that all these Petitioners have 
not worked for 240 days and in the Counter Statement filed 
by the RespondentManagement in their respective cases, 
the days for which the concerned Petitioner had worked in 
the Respondent Department has been clcarly given . It is 
their further contention that Service certificates relied upon 
by these Petitioners as issued by the officials of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department were not issued by the 
department and they were created by the Petitioners them 
selves and the particulars of the alleged service in the 
Telecom Department mentioned in the service certificates 
said to have beco issued by the officials of the Respon 
dent Department from 1984 to 1995 are all bogus. By suffi 
cient documentary evidence, evidence through Ex.M2 to 
M75 original muster rolls in the cross examination ofWWI 
and WW2 and through the common evidence of MWI it 
has been established that the particulars given in the ser 
vice certificates by the Petitioners are bogus. WW1 and 
WW2 have clearly admitted in their cross examination when 
their attention have been drawn to the entries in the origi 
nal muster rolls mentioned in their service certificates that 
their names have not been available in the original muster 
rolls, maintained by the Telecom Department. The xerox 
copy of those muster rolls have been exhibited on the side 
of the Respondent Management as ManagementExhibits 
M2 to M75. In the cross examination of the common wit 
noss for the Management Mwi, no suggestion is put to 
him about the work of the Petitioner for 240 days in the 
Telecom Department. No suggestion was put in the cross 
cxamination ofMW1that the particulars furnished in the 
service certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
bogusbut they are genuine. On the side of the Petitioners, 
no one has been examined as a witness to prove the ser 
vice certificates they are relying upon . The officials in the 
Telecom Department, who said to have issued those cer 
tificates have not been examined by the Petitioners to prove 
their respective service certificates. From these common 
evidence available, it is seen that these Petitioners have 
worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying out the de 
partmental work as Casual Labourers. From the available 
evidence, it is seen that these Petitioners were engaged as 
CasualLabourers by the regular departmentalworkmen for 
the seasonal work of the department they were attending 
and they were disengaged on completion of the particular 
work . From this it is seen that the contention of the Peti 
tioner in the Claim Statement that the work will be available 
always and it is perennial type of work are all false. The 
Petitioners who have been examined as common witnesses 
for workmen as WW1and WW2have admitted that they 
were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of 
the department only to assist them for doing the depart 
mental work as and when it was necessary . From the eyi 
dence available in this case , it is seen that Petitioners who 


have been working as casual mazdoors temporarily by 
assisting the regular and permanent staff of Respondent 
Telecom Department have disengaged , since the work they 
were attended were completed and there was no further 
work for them to do . So from the materials available in this 
case by way of exhibits and evidence , it is clearly estab 
lished by the Respondent/Management by production of 
original muster rolls which have been referred to in service 
certificates of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have never 
worked as Casual Labourers under those muster rolls for 
the said period and have not been paid ,wages by the 
department. From this, it is seen as contended by the 
learned counsel for the RespondentManagement in his 
argument that the particulars given in the service certifi 
cates produced by the Petitioners are not the particulars 
but they are bogus certificates. If really, the particulars 
given in the service certificates relied upon by the Petition 
ers are true, they would have been granted temporary sta 
tus mazdoors for Casual Labourers by the Respondent 
Department. From the evidence available in these cases, it 
is abundantly proved by theRespondent /Department that 
these Petitioners have not worked continuously from 1985 
to 1995 . Further , it is seen from the evidence available that 
the Petitioners were engaged by the department as Casual 
Labourers only for the short period and they were given 
wages on daily rated basis. It is the evidence ofMW 1 that 
the work the Pctitioners were doing as Casual Labourers 
was only seasonal work and it was not a continuous one 
and it is not available all through the year. It cannot be 
denied that the work these Petitioners attended as Casual 
Labourers in the Respondent/Management department 
were only development work like opening new telephone 
exchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges and 
they were doneas project works and on completion of that 
work , these Petitioners have no work in the department to 
continue in service. It is the definite evidence ofMW1 that 
on checking the service particulars given by the Petition 
ers, the departnent has found that the particulars they 
furnished are not true and they were found to be bogus. 
All these things cannot be denied . It has been demon 
strated before this Tribunal by the Respondent Manage 
ment by relevant documents that the names of the 
Petitioners were not available in the originalmuster rolls 
that has been mentioned in their service certificates. From 
this, it is established that the particulars given in their ser 
vice certificates are false. No date of issue of those service 
certificates is available in the service certificates. The Peti 
tioners who have been examined as common witnesses for 
these Petitioners asWW1 and WW2 also have not stated 
in their evidence , the dates on which they were issued 
those service certificates by the concerned officials in the 
department. If they were really issued by the officials of 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a record for their 
service in thç department, the Petitioner would not have 
been failed to mention all these things in their respective 
Claim Statements . The non -mention of the same in their 
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Claim Statements and the production of these certificates 
without any base during trial of the cases before this Tri 
bunal go to show that these Petitioners for the purpose of 
these cases have created them as it is contended by the 
Respondent Management. From the available materials, it 
is secn that the RespondentManagement in regular course 
did not employ Petitioners and they were not given inde 
pendent work , so the question of retrenchment from ser 
vicc does not at all arise . So under such circumstances, the 
question of Respondents not following the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the issunce of prior no 
tice and compensation under section 25F of Industrial Dis 
putes Act, 1947 will not at all arise . As per the recent doci 
sions of the Supreme Court, the Petitioner has to prove 
conclusively with acceptable , legal evidence that he has 
worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a 
CasualLabour for a continuous period of 240 days preced 
ing the date on which they have been disengaged from 
work . In the absence of such evidence on the side of the 
Petitioner, it can be concluded that thcy have no right to 
claim even conferment of temporary status of casual 
mazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in service in the 
Respondent/Telecom Department. So, under such circum 
stances, from the available materials it is seen that the ac 
tion of the Management of Telecom Department in not 
engaging these Pctitioners as casual mazdoors , subsequent 
to completion of work for which they have engaged is legal 
and justificd . Hence, this Petitioner is not entitled to the 
relief hc prayed for in his Claim Statement. Thus, the point 
is answered accordingly, 

6 In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement No Cost . 

( Dictated to the Stenographer , transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April , 2002 .) 

K .KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 


W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series (7) - Xerox copy of the service certificates issued 

in favour ofPetitioners . 
For the II Party /Management: 
MI — Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05850 
M3 -- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05851 
M4 — Xerox copy ofMR. No . 07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07193 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /04693 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 3/06114 
M9 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 9 /06114 
M10 – Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
M11 — Xerox copy of M .R .No. 6 / 06115 
M12 — Xerox copyof M . R .No. 5706115 
MI3 — Xerox copy of MR. No. 18 /06115 
M14 – Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M15 — Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /07289 
M16 — Xerox copy of M .R No. 7 /4427 
M17 – Xerox copy of M .R No. 4 /4431 
MI8 — Xerox copy of M . R No . 13 /15 948 
MI9 -- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
M20 — Xerox copy of M .R . No . 21/06119 
M21 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
M22 – Xerox copy of MR No. 23 /08512 
M23 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M24 — Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/08514 
M25 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /20861 
M26 — Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 / 20861 
M27 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20862 
M28 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/20863 
M29 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03 /20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 02/20868 
M31 — Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13/20863 
M32 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
M33 — Xerox copy of M .R . No . 23 /20869 
M34 — Xerox copy ofMR No . 20 /04631 
M35 – Xerox copy of M . R . No . 24/ 2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /4 
M37 — Xerox copy of M .R No 14 /4 
M38 — Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /5 
M39 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 7 /5 
M40 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 10 /5 
M41 — Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/5 
M42 — Xerox copy of M .R No . 17/5 
M43 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22/5 
M44 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /59 
M45 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 8 /06216 


Common Witnesses Examined : 


For the I Party /Workmen : 


WW1 - Sh K Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 
W .W .2 - Sh.K -Mohan (Pctitioner in I.D . 262/ 2001) 


For the Il Party Management: - 


M . W . 1 - Sh . P. Chandrasekar (DE (Lcgal & Commercial] 

Examined in I. D .No. 11 /2001 and has taken as 
Common evidencc in this case 


Common Documents Marked : 
For the 1 Party /Workmen : 


WISeries( 7) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners . 


M43 : V 
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M47 -- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /4427 
M49 — Xerox copy of M . R .No. 15/ 06117 
M50 — Xeroxcopy of M . R No . 9/06114 
M51 — Xerox copy of M .R .No. 18 /06114 
M52 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6 /06115 
M53 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M54 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M55 — Xerox copy of M . R No. 2 /08511 
M56 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 22 /08511 
M57 — Xerox copy of M .R , No. 13 /08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 23 /08512 
M59 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of MR No. 15 /20861 
M61 — Xerox copy of M . R . No . 18 / 20861 
M62 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12/20862 
M63 -- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 20863 
M64 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 19/ 20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11 /20864 
M66 - Xerox copy ofMR. No. 09/20866 
M67 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03/ 20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 / 20867 
M69 -- Xerox copy of MR No. 02/ 20868 
M70 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
M71 — Xerox copy of MR No. 06 /21253 
M72 Xerox copy of M .R .No. 13/27 
M73 -- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /29 
M74 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 / 29 
M75 - - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 20 /29 


ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
PRESENT : K . Karthikeyan , Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 228/2001 ( Tamil Nadu State 

Industrial Tribunal ID No .218 /99 ) 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and sub -section 2 ( A ) of Sec 
tion 10 ofthc Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), 
between the Workman Shri A . Ram Mohan and the man 
agement of the General Manager, Telecommunications , 
Kanchocpuram Dist. Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri A . Ram Mohan : 1 Party /Workman 

AND 
1. The General Manager, : II Party /Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist, Chennai. 


the focant, 21 , 2002 
PT. 311 .1968. — 3 ufaf946 3tfufian 1947 ( 1947 
T 14 ) HURT 17 376142T7 , -5ta e or young as 
संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट 

औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औधोगिक अधिकरण चैन्नई के 
1FIE ( HGH FC 218 /2001) i stanfyrat , sta 
HOT T 21 - 5 - 2002 0875191 TBTT ETT ! 
[ . 79 - 40012 / 113/99 - 3776 . 377 . ( 77 . 4.) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डेस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
S. 0 . 1968 . — In pursuance of Section 17 of the In 
dustrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the CentralGover 
ment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.218 /2001 of the 
Central Governmçnt Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Chenani now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to themanage 
ment of Telecom . Deptt . and thçir workman , whrch was 
received by the CentralGovernment on 21 -5 - 2002, 

[No. L-40012/113 /99-IR (D .U .)] 
KULDIPRAI VERMA, Desk Officer 


APPEAR ANCE : 
For thc Workman 

: M / s.M .Gnanasekar, C . 
Premavathi and 

G .Manjula , Advocates 
For the Management : Sri R .Kanniappan Addl. 

COSC 
The Govt. of India,Ministry ofLabour in exercise of 
powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section (1 ) and sub 
section 2 (A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012/113 /99/ 
IR (DU ) dated 26 -08 -1999. 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was taken 
on file as I.D . No . 218 /99 . When the matter was pending 
cnquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India, Ministry of 
Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case from that 
Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of 
records from that Tribunal, the casc has been taken on file 
as I. D . No. 218 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel 
on either side , informing them about the transfer of this 
case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before this 
Tribunal on 07-02 -2001. On receipt of notice from this Tri 
bunal, the counsel on either side present along with their 
respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 

When thematter came up before me for final hearing 
on 01-04 -2002, upon perusing the Claim Ştatement, 
Counter Statement, additional counter statement, the other 
material papers on record , the oral and documentary 
evidence let in on either side as common evidence for this 
case and the connected similar cases and after hearing the 
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arguments advanced by the leamed counsel for the II Party / 
Management alone, this matter having stood over till this 
date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the fol 
lowing : - 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

" Whether the Demand of the Wrok man Shri. A . Ram 
Mohan for reinstatement by the General Manager, Tele 
communications, Chengalpattu , as casual mazdoor is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?” 

2. The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows: - 

The I Party /Workman Sh . A .Ram Mohan (hereinaf 
ter refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour in 
the II Party Management Telecom Department (hereinafter 
refers to as Respondent) on 15 - 10 - 1984 for digging , draw 
ing wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as directed 
by his superiors. He was paid nominal wages of Rs. 6 . 50 
as daily rated wages. Though the Petitioner has been 
continuously working with the Respondent, and has put 
in 553 number of days of service , he had not been 
regularised . The Department of Telecommunication in or 
der to absorb the casual mazdoors working in the depart 
ment for a long period formulated a Scheme known as ca 
sual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and 
Regularisation ) Scheme. TheRespondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment failed to confer temporary status on the Petitioner 
under the said Scheme, which is illegal and arbitrary . The 
I Party /Workman has been denied employment w .e.f. 
26 -05 - 1995 and ,when his services were terminated he was 
getting Rs. 60 /- as daily wages. When he approached the 
concerned authority for conferment of temporary status , 
he was informed that he will be taken back to duty. The 
Petitioner was waiting for orders from the Respondent 
Telecom Department regarding his re-engagement.How 
ever, he has not received any orders nor hewas taken back 
to duty so far. His service was utilised for the regular work 
that is perennial in nature. Therefore, when the work and 
the necessity to engage the Petitioner continuous, there is 
no reason or justification for denying the employment to 
thc Petitioner . No reason was given by the Respondent) 
Telecom Department for terminating the services of the 
Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the prin 
ciples of natural justice. No enquiry was conducted and 
thc Petitioner was not given any opportunity before his 
services were discontinued . The Petitioner has put in more 
than a decade continuous service and the termination of 
his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 25F 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Further, the Petitioner 
was not given any notice or compensation in terms of the 
said provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Hence, 
the action of the RespondentDepartment in terminating 
the services of the Petitioner without notice or compensa 


tion is ab initio void and the Petitioner is decmcd to be in 
continuous in service and therefore , is entitled to be rcin 
stated with all other service benefits including arrears of 
back wages . The Respondentought to have conferred toid 
porary status as per the temporary status scheme and fur 
ther absorbed him against regular Group D post. The 
Respondent Telecom Department s action in not doing so 
is illegal and arbitrary. Hence, this industrial dispute has 
been raised against the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
for a declaration that the order of termination dated 26 -5- 95 
is illegal and arbitrary and consequently for a direction to 
the Respondent Management to rcinstate the Petitioner 
in service w .e.f. 26 - 5 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back 
wages and all other attendant benefits . 

3. The 11 Party Management Telecom Department has 
filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter State 
ment denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement about his appointment as Casual Labour on 
13 - 10 - 1984 and his contention aboutcontinuous working 
with the RespondentDepartment for a period of 553 num 
ber of days of service and the alleged termination of the 
Petitioner from service on 26 -05 - 1995. Itis furthor alleged 
that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis for 
the unskilled work i. e. to carry out digging, drawing out 
wires, laying posts and for other casual works on daily 
rated wages basis during 1995 for a period of 152 days 
only . The department used to cngage the Petitioner as and 
when there was work . Şince there was no work , he was not 
further engaged . Hence , the question of appointment, ter 
mination and continuous service does not arise. The work 
done by the petitioner was purely casual in nature and not 
perennial . The Respondent has never informed the peti 
tioner that the respondent/ telecom department to take the 
pctitioner back in service . In 1989, a Schemecalled Grant 
of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was introduced 
for the Casual Labourers who actually worked . The essen 
tial conditions of the schemeare : - 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31- 3 - 1985; 
2. He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Schemei.e. 01. 10 .89; 
3 . He should have put in 240 days continuous ser 

vice in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989 ; and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status . The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found to 
be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service cer 
tificates with a view to get thc benefits like regularisation 
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etc. from the department. So , the department did not con 
sider the claim of the Petitioner. The alleged work done by 
the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature. As on 
date, the department is not engaging Casual Labour like 
the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since there is no 
work and there is no post, there is no scope for the Peti 
tioner for his re -employment in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Departmçnt. The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis 
as and when required by the department, hence, he is not 
eligible for reinstatement as per the law and as well as 
Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme. Hence , it is prayed 
that the Hon ble Tribunal may be plcased to dismiss the 
claim petition 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
learned counsel on cither side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
the evidence given in I. D . No. 156 / 2001 on either side can 
be treated as common evidence for all these cases . On the 
side of the Petitioner/Workman Sri K Umapathy, Petitioner 
in I. D .No. 156 / 2001 , and Shri K .Mohan , Petitioner in 
I. D . No . 262 /2001 have been examined as WW1 and WW2 
respectively. As per the memo filed by the learned counsel 
for the Respondent/Management, the evidence given by 
one Divisional Engineer,Mr. P. Chandrasekar,who has been 
examined as a common witness MW1 in I. D .No. 11/2001, 
has becn treated as a common evidence for this case and 
other similar connected cases. On the side of the Petitioner , 
the xcrox copy of the service certificates have been marked 
as common Workmen exhibits. On the side of theManage 
ment the Xerox copy of the services certificate of WWI 
filed before the conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox 
copies of the original muster rolls which are mentioned in 
those Service certificates under Ex.Wlto W3 have been 
marked as Ex. M ,M2 to M75 . The lcamed counsel for the II 
Party /Management has advanced his arguments . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is : 

"Whether the demand of the workman Shri. A . Ram 
Mohan for reinstatement by the General Manager, 
Telecmmunications, Chengalpattu as casual mazdoor is 
legal and justified ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 

Point : - 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per the 
request of the learned counsel on either side , a joint trialof 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been con 
ducted Two out of these Petitioners have been examined 
as WW1 and WW2. W1 series, W2 and W3 series, the 
service certificates of WW1 and WW2 respectively have 
been marked . On the side of the Management the Xerox 
copy of the services certificate of WW 1 filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
originalmuster rolls which arementioned in those Service 
certificates under Ex.W1 to W3 have been marked as Ex .MI, 


M2 to M75 . Apart from these documents the other 
Petitioners also filed in Court individually in their respec 
tive cases as the service certificates issued to them men 
tioning their service particulars, which are remained un 
marked documents. The common claim made by all these 
Petitioners in their respective industrial dispute against 
the Respondent Telecom Department is that the termina 
tion of the Petitioners from service by the Respondent 
Management is illegal and they must be reinstated in ser 
vicc by the Respondent Management from the date of their 
respective termination from service as mentioned in their 
respective Claim Statements. They have raised these claims 
based on the service records. They were filed into Court in 
their respective cases.WW1and WW2 have spoken about 
their respective service certificates they have filed into 
Court in their respective cases. In the cross examination of 
both the Petitioners WW1and WW2, they have admitted 
that the have given their service particulars to the Re 
spondent Department as per the direction of the depart 
ment for consideration to confer temporary status mazdoors 
only. It is their further contention in the evidence that at 
the inception when they met the Telecom people ,who were 
doing the work of the department near their house , 
requested those permanent employees the Respondent 
Telecom Department like lineman to give them work and as 
per their direction they went to see the Assistant Engi 
neer , and requested him to provide work in the Respon 
dent/ Department. WW1 and WW2 who have deposed as 
common witnesses for these Petitioners have stated in the 
cross examination that they have notmentioned all these 
things in their Claim Statements and they have not men 
tioned so in their earlier Claim Statements filed before the 
Regional Commissioner of Labour, Chennai , in tie concili 
ation proceedings. They further say that they do not 
know the name of the Assistant Engineer ,whom they meet 
and asked for work. It is their further evidence, that they 
used to get the wages by signing the muster rolls and the 
numbers ofmuster rolls mentioned in their respective ser 
vice certificates are true and correct and their respective 
names are available in those originalmuster rolls mentioned 
in their respective service certificates. They further say in 
the cross examination that they mentioned in their respec 
tive Claim Statements that they were given service certifi 
cates by the Assistant Engineer for the days they worked 
in the Respondent Department. They have also denied the 
suggestion in the cross examination , that the service cer 
tificates produced by these Petitioners in their respective 
cases are all false certificates and they were created by 
them . They have also denied the suggestion that they have 
not worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
the period they have mentioned by days in their respective 
Claim Statements. On the side of the RespondentMan 
agement, the evidence given by Divisional Engincer, one 
Mr. P. Chandrasekar as MW1 earlier has been treated as 
common evidence for this case and similar connected other 
cases as per the memo filed by the learned counsel for the 
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Respondent Management. According to the Petitioner, 
he was engaged by the Respondent Management De 
partment of Telecommunication as casual mazdoor in 
the year 1984 and worked continuously till 1995 . as he 
has stated in his Claim Statement. It is his further alle 
gation in the Claim Statement that all of a sudden he 
was terminated and the action of the Respondent/Man 
agement, Telecommunication Department in terminat 
ing him from service in not following the provisions of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio void and 
illogal. Since the said action of the Respondent/Man 
agement is illegal , hemust be reinstated in service by 
the RespondentManagement from the date of the al 
logod termination of service in the year 1995 . But it is 
the contention of the Respondent/Management and 
also the evidence ofMW1that service certificates filed 
by the Petitioners are all false and created by them 
selves and they have notmentioned anything with re 
gard to availability of service certificates in their Claim 
Statements. The learned counsel for the Respondent 
Management would further contend that in the Claim 
Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been men 
tioned as to who appoint them and where they have 
worked and who in the Respondent Department has 
terminated them from service. There is no appointment 
order as well as the termination order passed by the 
Respondent/Management for these Petitioners to claim 
that they were appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department and they were terminated against the pro 
visions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . According to 
the Management of Telecom Department, these people 
were engaged in the year 1995 and some persons were 
engaged at the end of 1994 for assisting the regular 
staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Department for lay 
ing the cables, and erecting poles and other connected 
casual works. It is the specific stand of the Respon 
dent Management that all these Petitioners have not 
worked for 240 days and in the Counter Statement filed 
by the Rospondent/Management in their respective 
cases, the days for which the concerned Petitioner had 
worked in the Respondent Departmenthas been cle 

na vicariy 
given . It is their further contention that Service certifi 
cates relied upon by these Petitioners as issued by the 
officials of the Respondent Telecom Departmentword 
not issued by the department and they were created by 
the Potitioners themselves and the particulars of the 
allogod service in the Telecom Departmentmentioned 
in the service certificates said to have been issued by 
the officials of the Respondent Department from 1984 


to 1995 are all bogus. By sufficient documentary avi 
dence, evidence through Ex .M2 to M75 original muster 
rolls in the cross examination of WW1 and WW2 and 
through the common evidence ofMW1 it has been es 
tablished that the particulars given in the service cer 
tificates by the Petitioners are bogus. WW1 and WW2 
have clearly admitted in their cross examination when 
their attention have been drawn to the entrics in the 
original muster rollsmentioned in their service certifi 
cates that their names have not been available in the 
original muster rolls, maintained by the Telecom De 
partment. The xerox copy of those muster rolls have 
been exhibited on the side of the Respondent/Manage 
ment as Management Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the cross 
examination of the common witness for the Manage 
mentMW1, no suggestion is put to him about thework 
of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Depart 
ment. No suggestion was put in the cross examination 
of MW1 that the particulars furnished in the service 
certificates produced by the Petitioners are not bogus 
but they are genuine . On the side of the Petitioners , no 
one has been examined as a witness to prove the ser 
vice certificates they are relying upon . The officials in 
the Telecom Department, who said to have issued those 
certificates have not been examined by the Petitioners 
to prove their respective service certificates . From these 
common evidence available, it is scen that these Peti 
tioners have worked for few days by assisting the regu 
lar staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Department in car 
rying out the departmental work as Casual Labourers. 
From the available evidence, it is scen that these Petla 
tioners were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regu 
lar departmental workmen for the seasonal work of the 
department they were attending and they were disen 
gaged on completion of the particular work . From this it 
is seen that the contention of the Petitioner in thc Claim 
Statement that the work will be available always and it 
is perennial type of work are all false. Thc Petitioners 
who have been examined as common witnesses for work 
men as WW1 and WW2 have admitted that they were 
engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the 
department only to assist them for doing the depart 
mental work as and when it was necessary. From the 
evidence available in this case , it is seen that Petition 
ers who have been working as casual mazdoors tempo 
rarily by assisting the regular and permanent staff of 
Respondent/ Telecom Department have disengaged , 
since the work they were attended were completed and 
there was no further work for them to do . So from the 
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materials available in this case by way of exhibits and 
evidence , it is clearly established by the Respondent/ 
Management by production of original muster rolls 
which have been referred to in service certificates of 
thc Petitioners that the Pctitioners have never worked 
as Casual Labourers under those muslor rolls for the 
said period and have not boon paid wages by the de 
partment From this, it is seen as contended by the 
learned counsel for the RespondentManagement in his 
argument that the particulars given in the service cer 
tificates produced by the Pctitioners are not true par 
ticulars but they are bogus certificates. If really, the 
particulars given in the service certificates relied upon 
by the Petitioners are true , they would have been 
grantcd temporary statusmazdoors for Casual Labourers 
by the Respondent/Department. From the cvidence 
available in those cases , it is abundantly proved by the 
Respondent/Department that these Petitioners have not 
worked continuously from 1985 to 1995 . Further, it is 
scen from the evidence available that the Petitioners 
were engaged by the department as Casual Labourers 
only for thic short period and thcy were given wages on 
daily rated basis. It is the evidence of MW 1 that the 
work thc Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers 
was only seasonal work and it was noi a continuous 
onc and it is not available all through the year . It cannot 
be denied that the work these Petitioners attended as 
Casual Labourers in thc Respondent/Management de 
partment were only development work like opening new 
telephone exchanges and strengthening the existing 
exchanges and they were done as project works and on 
completion of that work , these Petitioners have no work 
in the department to continue in service. It is the defi 
nite evidence of MWI that on checking the service 
particulars given by thc Petitioners, the department has 
found that the particulars they furnished are not true 
and they were found to be bogus . All these things can 
not be denied . It has been demonstrated before this 
Tribunal by the Respondent/Management by relevant 
documents that the names of the Petitioners were not 
available in the originalmuster rolls that has been men 
tioned in their service certificates . From this , it is estab 
lished that the particulars given in their scrvice certifi 
cates are false . No date of issue of those service certifi 
cates wi? in the service certificate , feli 
Honors wi.w . ave been examined as common witnesses 
for those Petitioners as WW1 and WW2 also have not 
stated in their cvidence , the dates on which they were 
issucd those service certificates by the concerned 


officials in the department. If they were really issued by 
the officials of the Respondent Telecom Department as 
a record for thçir service in the department, the Peti 
tioner would not have been failed to mention all these 
things in their respective Claim Statements. The non 
mention of the same in their Claim Statements and the 
production of these certificates without any base dur 
ing trial of the cases before this Tribunal go to show 
that these Petitioners for the purpose of these tases 
have created them as it is contended by the Respon 
dent/Management. From the available materials , it is 
sccn that the Respondent/Management in regular 
course did not employ Petitioners and they were not 
given independent work , so the question of retrench 
ment from service does not at all arise . So under such 
circumstances, the question of Respondents not fol 
lowing the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
and thc issuance of prior notice and compensation un 
der section 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not 
at all arise. As per the recent decisions of the Supremo 
Court, thc Petitioner has to prove conclusively with 
acceptable , legal evidence that he has worked in the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department as a Casual Labour 
for a continuous period of 240 days preceding the date 
on which they have been disengaged from work . In the 
absence of such evidence on the side of the Petitioner, 
it can be concluded that they have no right to claim 
even conferment of tcmporary status of casual mazdoors 
and also to claim reinstatement in service in the Re 
spondent/ Telecom Department. So, under such circum 
stances, from the available materials it is seen that the 
action of the Management of Telecom Department in 
not engaging these Petitioners as casual mazdoors, sub 
scquentto completion of work for which they have en 
gaged is legal and justificd . Hence , this petitioner is 
not entitled to the relief he prayed for in his Claim State 
ment. Thus, the point is answered accordingly. 

6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that 
the Petitioner is not cntitled to the relief prayed for in 
the Clain Statement. No Cost . 

(Dictated to the Sterographer, transcribed and 
typed by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the 
open court on this day the 30th April, 2002 .) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Wincses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W .WI. Sh . K . Umapathy ( Pctitioner in I.D . 136 /2001) 
W . W .2 -- Sh , K .Mob : ( Petitioner in I.D . 262/ 2001) 
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For the II Party Management : 
M .W . 1. - Sh , P. ChandrasekarDE [Legal & Commercial ] 

Examined in I.D .No. 11 /2001 and has taken as 

Common evidence in this case 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W 1 Series (7 ) – Original service certificates issued in 

favour of Petitioners . 
W 2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W 3 Series (7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party/Management: 
MI - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

ſavour of Petitioners . 
M2. Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03851 
M4 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /04693 
M7 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 3/ 06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.9 /06114 
MIO . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18/06114 
MII . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 6/ 06115 
M12 - Xerox copyof M . R .No. 5 /06115 
MI 3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 1/08511 
M15 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19/07289 
M16 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7/4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /4431 
MI8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 / 15 948 
MI 9 . Xerox copy of M . R . No . 15/06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 21 /06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13/08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23/08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /08513 
M12 + - . cox copy of M .R . No. 11 /08514 
M25 - \crox copy of M .R . No. 15/20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12 /20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 11/20863 
M29 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03/20867 
M30 - “ Xerox copy of M .R . No. 02/20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /20863 


M32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12 /20869 
M33 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23/20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12/4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 /4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /5 
M39 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7/5 
M40 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 / 5 
M41 . - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 5 
M42 - Xerox copy ofMR. No. 17 /5 
M43 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22 /5 
M44 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 / 59 
M45 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 8 /06216 
M47 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 7 /4427 
M49 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15/06117 
M50 . Xerox copy of M . R .No. 9 /06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
MS2 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 6 / 06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 / 06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 2 /08511 
M56 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 22 /08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 13/08512 
M58 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 /08512 
M59 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /08513 
M60 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 18 / 20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/20863 
M64 - Xerox copy of M .R .·No. 19 / 20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 09/ 20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03 /20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /20867 
M69 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 02 /20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 06 /21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /27 
M73 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /29 
M74 - Xerox copy of M . R , No . 4 /29 
M75 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 20 /29 
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For the Management : Sri R . Kanniappan 

Addl. CGSC 
T. 371 . 1969. - 19916 fufc44 , 1947 ( 1947 

The Govt of India , Ministry of Labour in cxcrcise of 
6714 ) TT 17 TU * sta SAT , HER fyri 

powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 

sub- section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण , Act 1947 ( 14 of 1947) have referred the concerned 

VEL ( HGH HOT 186 /2001 ) fra mitt, ut Industrial Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L 
TOFR 21- 5 - 2002 1931 

40012/ 119 /99 /IR (DU ) dated 25 -8 - 1999. 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil Nadu 
[ å VM -40012/ 119 /99- 3476.3472 ( 51.4.) ] State Industrial Tribunal, Chennaiwhere it was taken on 
कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डेस्क अधिकारी 

file as ID No. 206 /99. When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt . of India , Ministry of 

Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case from that 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 

Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . On rcccipt of 

records from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on filc 
S . O . 1969 - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

as I.D . No. 186 /2001 and notices werc sent to the counsel 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947) , the Central 

on either side, informing them about the transfer of this 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 186 /2001) 

case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before this 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Labour Court , 

Tribunal on 6 -2 - 2001. On roccipt of notice from this 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 

Tribunal, the counsel on either side present along with 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 

their respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 
managementof Telecom Deptt. and their workman , which 
wasreceived by the Central Governmenton 21-05 -2002 . 

When the matter came up before mc for final hcaring 

on 1-4 - 2002, upon penising the Claim Statement, Counter 
[No. L -40012/119/99 - IR (DU )] 

Statement, additional counter statement, the other material 
KULDIPRAI VERMA, Desk Officer papers on record , the oral and documentary evidence let 

in on cither side , and after hcaring the arguments advanced 

by the learned counsel for the Il Party Management alone, 
ANNEXURE 

this matter having stood over till this date for consideration , 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT, INDUSTRIAL 

this Tribunal has passed the following :--- 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

AWARD 
Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 

The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above 
Present : K . KARTHIKEYAN , 

order of reference by the CentralGovt. for adjudication 
Presiding Officer 

by this Tribunal is as follows : 

“ Whether the action of the Gencral Manager, 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 186 /2001 

Telecommunications, Chengalpattu in terminating the 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D .No. 206 /99) 

services of Shri O . Vinayagam , casualmazdoor is legal 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 

and justified ? If not, to what relief he is entitled ?" 
(d ) of sub - section ( 1 ) and sub - section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 

2. The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), between the I Party Workman arc briefly as follows : 
the Workman Şri O . Vinayagam and themanagement of The 
General Manager, Telecommunications, Kancheepuram 

The I Party /Workman Shri O . Vinayagam (hereinafter 
Dist. Chennai, 

refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour in 
BETWEEN 

the II Party Management Telecom Department (hereinafter 

refers to as Respondent) on 1 -3 - 1985 for digging , drawing 
Shri O . Vinayagam : 1 Party /Workman 

wires, laying posts and for other allicd jobs as directed by 
AND 

his superiors . He was paid nominalwages of Rs. 6.50 as 

daily rated wages. Though the Petitioner has been 
· The GeneralManager, : II Party Management 

continuously working with the Respondent, and has put 
Telecommunications , 

in 2016 number of days of scrvice , he had not bcen 
Kancheepuram Dist, Chennai 

regularised . The Department of Telecommunication in order 
APPEARANCE : 

to absorb the casualmazdoors working in the department 

for a long period formulated a Scheme known as casual 
For the Workman : M / s.M .Gnanasekar , 

mazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) 
C . Premavathi & 

Schçme. The Respondent Telecom Department failed to 
G .Manjula, 

confçr temporary status on the Petitioner under thç said 
Advocates 

Scheme, which is illegal and arbitrary. The I Party /Workman 


an 
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has been denied employment w .e .f. 13 - 5 -1995 and, when 
his services were terminated he was getting Rs. 60 /- as 
daily wages. When he approached the concerned authority 
for conferment of temporary status, he was informed that 
he will be taken back to duty . The Petitioner waswaiting 
for orders from the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
regarding his re -engagement. However, he has not received 
any orders nor he was taken back to duty so far. His service 
was utilised for the regular work that is perennial in nature . 
Therefore, when the work and the necessity to engage the 
Petitioner continuous , there is no reason or justification 
for denying the employment to the Petitioner. No reason 
was given by the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
terminating the services of the Petitioner and the 
Respondent failed to follow the principles of natural justice. 
No enquiry was conducted and the Petitioner was not 
given any opportunity before his services were 
discontinued . The Petitioner has put in more than a decade 
continuous service and the termination of his service is in 
violation of the provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 . Further, the Petitioner was not given 
any notice or compensation in termsof the said provision 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Hence , the action of the 
Respondent/Department in terminating the services of the 
Petitioner without notice or compensation is ab initio void 
and the Petitioner is deemed to be in continuous in service 
and therefore , is entitled to be reinstated with all other 
service benefits including arrears of back wages. The 
Respondent ought to have conferred temporary status as 
per the temporary status scheme and further absorbed 
him against regular Group D post. The Respondent/ 
Telecom Department s action in not doing so is illegaland 
arbitrary. Hence, this industrial dispute has been raised 
against the Respondent/ Telecom Department for a 
declaration that the order of termination dated 13 -5 - 1995 
is illegal and arbitrary and consequently for a direction to 
the Respondent Management to reinstate the Petitioner 
in service w . e. f 13 - 5 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back 
wages and all other attendant bencfits . 

3. The II Party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter 
Statement denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the 
Claim Ştatement about his appointmentas Casual Labour 
on 1 -3 - 1985 and his contention about continuous working 
with the Respondent/Department for a period of 2016 
number of days of service and the alleged termination of 
thc Petitioner from service on 13 -5 - 1995. It is further alleged 
that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis for 
the unskilled work i.e. to carry out digging, drawing out 
wires, laying posts and for other casual works on daily 
rated wages basis during 1995 for a period of 109 days 
only . The department used to engage persons like the 
Petitioner when there was work. Since there was no work 
he was not further engaged . Hence the question of 
appointment, termination and continuous service does not 


arise . The work done by the Petitioner was purely casual 
in nature and not perennial. Tlie Respondent has never 
informed the Petitioner that the Respondent/ Telecom 
Departmentwould take the Petitioner back to service. In 
1989 , a Schemc called Grant of Temporary Status to Casual 
Labourers was introduced for the Casual Labourers who 
actually worked . The essential conditions of the scheme 
are : 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31-3 - 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.c. 1 -10 - 1989 ; 
3 . He should have put in 240 days continuous service 

in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989 , and 
4. There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year. 

The Casual Labourers who actually worked were asked 
to furish the service particulars to grant temporary status. 
On verification , the service particulars submitted by the 
Petitioner were found to be bogus and manufactured one. 
So , the department did not consider the claim of the 
Petitioner. The Petitioner had submitted falsc service 
particulars,with a view to getting employment and other 
benefits from the department. The alleged work done by 
the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature. As on 
date, the department is not engaging Casual Labour like 
the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
type of work as done by thc Petitioner. Since there is no 
work and there is no post, there is no scope for the 
Petitioner for his re- employment in the Respondent/ 
Telecome Department. The Petitioner was engaged on 
casual basis as and when required by the department, 
hence, he is not eligible for reinstatement as per the law 
and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme. Hence , 
it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased to 
dismiss the claim petition . 

4. When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
learned cousel on either sidc representcd that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tricd together jointly and 
the evidence given in I. D . No. 156 /2001 on either side can 
be treated as common evidence for all these cases . On the 
side of the Petitioner/Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner 
in I. D . No. 156 / 2001, and Sri K .Mohan , Petitioner in I.D . 
No. 262 /2001 have been examined as WW1 and WW2 
respectively. As per the memo filcd by the learned counsel 
for the RespondentManagement, the evidence given by 
one Divisional Engineer, Mr. P. Chandrasekar, who has 
been examined as a common witnessMW1 in I.D . No. 11/ 
2001 has been treated as a common evidence for this case 
and other similar connected cascs. On the side of the 
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Petitioner, the zerox copy of the scrvice certificates have the RespondentDepartment. WW1 and WW2 who have 
been marked as common Workmen exhibits. On the side of deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners have 
theManagement the Xerox copy of the scrvices certificate stated in the cross examination that they have not 
of WW1 filed before the conciliating authority earlier and mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and 
the Zerox copies of the original muster rolls which are they have not mentioned so in their earlier Claim 
mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex. W1 to Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of 
W3 have been marked as Ex .MI, M2 10 M75. The learned Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
counsel for the II Party Management has advanced his further say that do not know the name of the Assistant 
arguments . 

Engincer, whom they met and asked for work . It is their 
5. The Point for my consideration is 

further cvidence, that thcy used to get the wagcs by 

signing the muster rolls and the numbers ofmuster rolls 
"Whether the action of the General Manager, 

mentioned in their respective service certificates are 
Telecommunications,Chengalpattu in terminating the 

true and correct and their respective names are available 
services of Shri O . Vinayagam , casual mazdoor is 

in those original muster rolls mentioned in their respective 
legal and justified ? If not, to what relief he is entitled ?" 

service certificates. They further say in the cross 
Point: 

examination that they mentioned in their respective Claim 

Statements that they were given service certificates by 
When the matter was taken up for enquiry, as per the Assistant Engineer for the days they worked in the 
the request of the learned counsel one other side , a joint Respondent/Department. They have also denied the 
trial of these 60 cascs which are similar in nature hasbcen suggestion in the cross examination , that the service 
conducted . Two out of these Petitioners have been 

certificates produced by thesc Petitioners in their 
cxamined as WW1 and WW2, WI series , W2 and W3 respective cases are all false certificates and they were 
series, the service certificates. If WW1 and WW2 created by them . They have also denied the suggestion 
respectively have been marked . On the side of the that they have not worked in the Respondent/ Telecom 
management the xerox copy of the services certificate of Department for the period they have mentioned by days 
WW1 filed before the conciliating authority earlier and in their respective Claim Statements . On the side of the 
the xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are Respondent/Management, the evidence given by 
mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex W1 to Divisional Enginecr, one Mr. P. Chandrasckar aş MWI 
W3 have been marked as Ex,M1,M2 to M75 . Apart from earlier has been treatcd as common evidence for this casc 
these documents the other Petitioners also filed in Court and similar connected other cases as per the memo filed 
individually in their respective cases as the service 

by the learned counsel for the RespondentManagement. 
certificates issued to them mentioning their service According to the Petitioner , he was engaged by the 
particulars, which are remained unmarked documents . The Respondent/Management Department of Telc 
common claim made by all these Petitioners in their communication as casualmazdoor in the year 1985 and 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent/ worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated in his Claim 
Telecom Department is that the termination of the Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim Statement 
Petitioners from service by the RespondentManagement that all of a sudden he was terminated and thc action of 
is illegal and they must be reinstated in servicxe by the the Respondent/Management, Telecommunication 
RespondentManagement from the date of their respective Department in terminating him from service in not following 
termination from service as mentioned in their respective the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab 
Claim Statements. They have raise these claimsbascd on initio void and illegal. Since the said action of the 
the service records. They were filed into Court in their 

Respondent Management is illegal, hemust be reinstated 
respective cases . WW1 and WW2 havc spokon about in the service by the Respondent/Management from the 
their respective service certificates they have filed into date of the alleged termination of service in the year 1995 . 
Court in their respective cases . In the cross examination But it is thc contention of the RespondentManagement 
of both the Petitioners WW1 and WW2, they have 

and also the evidence ofMW1 that service certificates 
admitted that they have given their service particulars to filed by the Petitioners are all falsc and created by 
the Respondent/Department as per the direction of the themselves and they have not mentioned anything with 
department for consideration to confer temporary status regard to availability of service certificates in their Claim 
mazdoors only . It is their further contention in the evidence Statements . The Icarned counsel for the Respondent 
that at the inception when they met the Telcom people, Management would further contend that in the claim 
who were doing the work of the department near their Statement of the Pctitioners nothing has been mentioned 
house , requçsted those permanent employees of as to who appoint them and where they have worked and 
Respondent Telecom Department like lineman to give them who in the Respondent Department has terminated them 
work and as per thçis direction they went to see the from service. There is no appointment order as well as the 
Assistant Engineer, and requested him to provide work in termination order passed by the Respondent Management 
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for these Petitioners to claim that they were appointed by 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department and they were 
tcrminated against the provisions of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 According to the Management of Telecom 
Department, these pcoplc were cngaged in the year 1995 
and some persons were engaged at the end of 1994 for 
assisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Departincnt for laying the cables, and erecting poles and 
other connected casual works. It is the specific stand of 
the Respondent Management that all these Petitioners 
have not worked for 240 days and in the Counter Statcment 
filed by the RespondentManagement in their respective 
cases, the days for which the concerned Petitioner had 
worked in the Respondent Department has been clearly 
given . It is their further contenuon that service certificates 
relicd upon by these Pctitioners as issued by the officials 
of the Respondent/ Telecom Department were not issued 
by the Department and they were created by the Petitioners 
themselves and the particulars of the alleged scrvice in 
the Telecom Department mentioned in the service 
certificates said to have been issucd by the officials of the 
Respondent/Department from 1984 10 1995 are all bogus. 
By sufficient documentary evidence through Ex.M2 to M75 
original muster rolls marked in the cross examination of 
WWI and WW2, and through the common evidence of 
MW1, it has been established that the particulars given in 
the scrvice certificates by thc Petitioners are bogus. WWI 
and WW2 have clearly admitted in their cross examination 
when their attention have becn drawn to the entries in the 
originalmuster rolls mentioned in their scrvice certificates, 
that their names have not been available in the original 
muster rolls , maintained by thc Telecom Department. The 
xerox copy of those muster rolls have been exhibited on 
the side ofthe RespondentManagement asManagement 
Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the cross cxamination of common 
witness for thç Management MWI, no suggestion is put 
to him about the work of the Petitioner for 240 days in the 
Telecom Deparunent. No suggestion was put in the cross 
examination ofMWI that the particulars furnished in the 
service certificates produced by thc Petitioners arc not 
bogus but they are genuinc. On the side of the Petitioners , 
no one has been examincd as a witness to prove the service 
certificates thcy are relying upon . The officials in the 
Telecom Department, who said to have issucd those 
certificates have not been examined by the Pctitioners to 
prove their respective scrvice certificates. From these 
common evidence availablc , it is seen that these Petitioners 
have worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying out the 
departmental work as CasualLabourers. From thc available 
cvidence , it is seen that thesc Petitioners werc engaged as 
Casual Labourers by the regular departmental workmen 
for the seasonal work of thc department they were 
attending and they werc disengaged on completion of the 
particular work . From this, it is seen that the contention of 
the Pcutioner in the Claim Statement that the work will be 


available always and it is perennial type of work are all 
false. The Petitioners who have been examined as common 
witnesses for workmen asWW1 and WW2 have admitted 
that they were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular 
staff of the department only to assist them for doing the 
departmental work as and when it was necessary . From 
the evidence available in this case, it is seen that Petitioners 
who have been working as casualmazdoors temporarily 
by assisting the regular and permanent staff of 
Respondent/ Telecom Departmenthave disengaged , since 
the work they were attended were completed and there 
was no further work for them to do. So from the materials 
available in this case by way ofexhibits and evidence , it is 
clearly established by the Respondent/Management by 
production of original muster rolls which have been 
referred to in service certificates of the Petitioners that the 
Petitioners have never worked as Casual Labourers under 
those muster rolls for the said period and have not been 
paid wages by the department. From this, it is scen , as 
contended by the learned counsel for the Respondent 
Management in the argument that the particulars given in 
the service certificates produced by the Petitioners are 
not true particulars, but they are bogus certificates. If 
really, the particulars given in the scrvice certificates relied 
upon by the Petitioners are true , they would have been 
granted temporary statusmazdoors for Casual Labourers 
by the Respondent/Department. From the evidence 
available in these cases, it is abundantly proved by the 
Respondent Department that these Petitioners have not 
worked continuously from 1984 to 1995 . Further, it is seen 
from the evidence available that the Pctitioners were 
engaged by the department as Casual Labourers only for 
the short period and they were given wages on daily rated 
basis . It is the cvidence of MWI that the work the 
Pctitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was only 
seasonal work and it was not a continuous one and it is 
not available all through the year. It cannot be denied that 
the work thcsc Petitioners attended as Casual Labourers 
in the Respondent/Management department were only 
developmentwork like opening new telephone exchanges 
and strengthening the existing exchanges and they were 
donc as project works and on completion of that work , 
those Petitioners have no work in the department to 
conținuc in service . It is the definite evidence of MWI 
that on checking the scrvice particulars given by the 
Petitioners, the department has found that the particulars 
they furnished are not truc and they were found to be 
bogus. All these things cannot be denicd . It has been 
demonstrated before this Tribunal by the Respondent 
Management by relevant documents that the names of 
the Petitioners were notavailable in the originalmuster 
rolls that has bcen mentioncd in their service certificates . 
From this , it is established that the particulars given in 
their service certificates are false. No date of issue of those 
service certificates is available in the service certificates. 
The Pctitioners who havc been examined as common 
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witnesses for these Petitioners as WW1 and WW2 also For the II Party Management : 
have not stated in their evidence , the dates on which they 

M . W . 1 - Sh. P. Chandrasekar (DE (Legal & Commer 
were issued those service certificates by the concerned 

cial) ] Examined in I. D . No. 11/2001 and has 
officials in the department. If they were really issued by 

taken as common evidence in this case. 
the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a 
record for thçir service in the department, the Petitioner 

Common Documents Marked : 
would not have been failed to mention all these things in For the I Party /Workmen :- 
their respective Claim Statements. The non -mention of the 

W1 Series (7) -- Original service certificates issued in 
same in their Claim Statements and the production of these 
certificates without any base during trial of the cases 

favour of Petitioners. 
before this Tribunal go to show that these Petitioners for W2 

-- Original Service Note Book . 
the purpose of these cases have created them , as it is W3 Series (7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 
contended by the RespondentManagement. From the 

issued in favour of Petitioners . 
availablc materials , it is seen that the Respondent/ 
Management, in regular course, did not employ Petitioners 

For the II Party Management: 
and they were not given independent work , so the question MI 

-- Xerox copy of the service certificates 
ofretrenchment from service does not at all arise. So under 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
such circumstances, the question of Respondents not 

M2 

- Xerox Copy of M .R . No . 03850 
following the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
and the issuance of prior notice and compensation under M3 

-- Xerox Copy of M .R . No . 05851 
Section 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all 

- Xerox Copy ofMR. No. 07188 
arise . As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court, 
the Petitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable , 

- Xerox Copy ofMR No. 07193 
legal evidence that he has worked in the Respondent/ M6 

- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 19/04693 
Telecom Departmentas a Casual Labour for a continuous 

- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 18 /04693 
period of 240 days, preceding the date on which they have 
been disengaged from work . In the absence of such 

M8 

- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 3/ 06114 
evidence on the side of the Petitioner , it can be concluded M9 

- Xerox Copy ofMR.No, 9 / 06114 
that they have no right to claim even conferment of 

M10 

- -- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
temporary status of casual mazdoors and also to claim 
reinstatement in service in the Respondent/ Telecom Mil 

- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 6 /06115 
Department. So , under such circumstances , from the 

- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 5/ 06115 
available materials it is seen that the action of the 
Management of Telecom Department in not engaging these 

M13 

-- Xerox Copy of M .R . No . 18/06115 
Petitioners as casualmazdoors, subsequent to completion M14 

- Xerox Copy of M .R . No . 1/08511 
ofwork for which they have engaged is legal and justified . 

M15 

---Xerox Copy of M .R . No . 19/07289 
Hence, this Petitioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed 
for in his Claim Statement. Thus, the point is answered M16 

- Xerox Copy of M .R No . 7/4427 
accordingly. 

M17 

- Xerox Copy of M .R No . 4/4431 
: 6 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that the M18 

-- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 13/ 15948 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayod for-in -the - -- 

- M12 
Claim Statement. No Cost. 

- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
M20 

- Xerox Copy ofMR. No. 21/06119 
(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed by 
him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 

M21 

- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
on this day the 30th April, 2002 .) 

M22 

- Xerox Copy of M .R . No . 23/08312 
K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 

M23 

- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
Common Witnesses Examined : 

M24 

- Xerox Copy of M . R . No. 11 /08514 
For the I Party /Workmen : 

M25 

-Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 15/ 20861 
WW1 — Sh . K . Umapathy 

M26 

Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
(Petitioners in ID . 156 /2001) 

M27 

- Xerox Copy of M .R No. 12 /20862 
W . W .2 — Sh . K ,Mohan 

M28 

- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 11/ 20863 
(Pctitioners in I. D . 262/ 2001) 

M29 

- - Xerox Copy of M . R . No. 03/20867 


M12 


me 
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M30 


M72 


M31 


M73 


M32 


- Xerox Copy of M .R No. 13/27 
-- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 19/29 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No . 4/29 
— Xerox Copy of M .R No. 20/29 


M74 


M33 


M75 


M34 
M35 


M36 


M37 
M38 


M39 


M40 


farmt, 21 , 2002 
21.311. 1970. - italifta fueig fun , 1947 ( 1947 
atit 14 ) on uru 17 31144477, 179 , ter um 
के प्रबंधतत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण , 
T 47 (HGH TGN 185 /2001 ) ant who , ut 
574 UR 21 - 5 - 2002 atit TE37 11 

[ H . 79 -40012 /120 /99 - 3775.SR .( 51 .7:) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 


M41 


M42 


M43 
M44 
M45 
M46 
M47 


M48 


M49 


M50 
M51 
M $ 2 
M53 


- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 02/20868 
--Xerox Copy of M .R .No 13/ 20863 
- - Xerox Copy of M .R . No 12 /20869 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No . 23/ 20869 
- Xerox Copy of M .R .No. 20/04631 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No . 24 /2 
- Xerox Copy of M .R .No. 12/4 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 14 /4 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 4 /5 
- Xerox Copy of M . R . No . 7 /5 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No . 10 /5 
- Xerox Copy of M .R No . 1175 
-- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 17 /5 
--Xerox Copy of M .R . No 22 /5 
-- Xerox Copy of M .R . No 4 /59 
— Xcrox Copy of M .R . No. 04978 . 
- Xerox Copy ofMR. No. 8/06216 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 07188 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 7/4427 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
- - Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 9/06114 
- Xerox Copy ofMR. No. 18 /06114 
- -Xerox Copy of M . R . No. 6 /06115 
- - Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
- Xerox Copy of M . R . No. 1/08511 
-- Xerox Copy of M .R .No. 2/08511 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 22 /08511 
– Xerox Copy ofMR No. 13/08512 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No 23/08512 
- - Xerox Copy of M .R . No . 10 /08513 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 15/20861 
-- Xerox Copy ofMR. NO . 18 /20861 
- - Xerox Copy of M . R . No. 12 /20862 

- Xerox Copy ofMR: NO . 1 1/ 20863 
-- Xerox Copy of M .R . No . 19/ 20863 
- Xerox Copy ofMR No . 11/ 20864 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No 09 / 20866 
- Xerox Copy ofMR. No. 03 / 20867 
- Xerox Copy of M .R .No 14/ 20867 
- Xerox Copy of M .R No. 02 / 20868 
- Xerox Copy of M .R . No . 12/ 20869 
-- Xerox Copy of M .R . No. 06 /21253 


New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
S .O . 1970 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Governmenthereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 185 /2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Telecom Dcptt . and their workmen , 
which was roccived by the Central Government on 
21 -5 -2002. 


[No. L . 40012/ 120 /99 - IR (DU ) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUIVI-LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday,the 30th April , 2002 
Present : K . KARTHIKEYAN , 

Presiding Officer 
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INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 185 /2001 
(Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal ID No. 205 /99) 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
( d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub -section (2A ) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), between 
the Workman Sri T . Loganathan and the management of 
the General Manager, Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram , Dist. Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Shri T. Loganathan : 1 Party /Workman 


M71 


[ YTT II - 3 (ii) ] 4735777197 : 7 15 , 2002/ 2018 25, 1924 

5697 
AND 

refers to as Respondent) on 01 -03 - 1983 for digging , 
The GeneralManager, : Il Party /Management 
Telecommunications, 

drawing wires, laying posts and ſor other allied jobs as 
Kancheepuram Dist, Chennai 

directed by his supcriors . He was paid nominal wages of 
APPEARANCE : 

Rs. 6 . 50 as daily rated wagcs , Though the Petitioner has 

been continuously working with the Respondent, and has 
For the Workman . M /s. M .Gnanasekar, 

put in 1155 number of days of service, he had not been 
C . Premavathi & 

regularised The Departmentof Telecommunication in order 
G .Manjula , 

to absorb the casualmazdoorsworking in the department 
Advocates 

for a long period formulated a Scheme known as casual 
For the Management : Sri R .Kanniappan 

mazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) 
Addl. CGSC 

Scheme The Respondent/ Telecom Department ſailed to 

confer temporary status on thc Pctitioner under the said 
TheGovt of India ,Ministry ofLabour in exercise of powers 

Scheme,which is illegaland arbitrary. The I Party /Workman 
conferred by clause (d ) of sub - section ( 1 ) and sub -section 

has been denied employmentwc f. 15 -6 - 1995 and, when 
( 2A ) of Section 10 of IndustrialDisputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 

his services were terminated he was getting Rs. 60 / - as 
1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial Dispute for 

daily wages. When he approached the concerned authority 
adjudication vide Order No . L -40012/ 120 /99 /IR (DU) dated 

for conferinent of temporary status, he was informed that 
25 -08 - 1999 . 

he will be taken back to duty. The Petitioner was waiting 
This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil Nadu for orders from the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai where it was taken on regarding his re -engagement. However, he has not received 
file as I.D . No. 205 / 99 . When the matter was pending any orders nor he was taken back to duty so far. His service 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt . of India , Ministry of was utilised for the regular work that is perennial in nature. 
Labour was plcased to order transfer of this case from that Therefore ,when the work and thenecessity to engage the 
Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of Petitionc continuous, there is no reason or justification 
records from that Tribunal, the case hasbeen taken on file for denying the employment to the Petitioner. No reason 
as I, D . No. 185 / 2001 and notices were sentto the counsel was given by the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
on either side, informing them about the transfer of this termnating the services of the Petitioner and the 
case to this Tribunal , with a direction to appear before this Respondent failed to follow the principles of natural justice. 
Tribunal on 06 -02-2001. On receipt of notice from this No enquiry was conducted and the Petitioner was not 
Tribunal, the counsel on either side present along with given any opportunity before his services were 
their respective parties and prosecuted the case further. discontinued . Thc Petitioner has put in more than a decade 

continuous service and the termination of his service is in 
When the matter cameup before me for finalhearing 

violation of the provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial 
on 01 -04 - 2002 , upon perusing the Claim Statement, 

Disputes Act , 1947 . Further, thc Petitioner was not given 
Counter Statement, additional counter statement, the other 

any notice or compensation in termsof the said provision 
material papers on record , the oral and documentary 

of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Hence , the action of the 
evidence let in on either side, and after hearing the 

Respondenti Dcpartment in terminating the services of uic 
arguments advanced by the learned coursel for the II 

Petitio’ ier withoutnotice or compensation is ab initio void 
Party Management alone, thismatter having stood over 

and thc Petitioner is deemed to be in continuous in scrvice 
till this date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed 

and therefore , is entitled to be rei: stated with ali other 
the following : - 

service benefits including arrcais of back wages. The 
AWARD 

Respondent ought to have conferred temporary status as 
The Industrial Dispuc referred to in the above order 

et the temporary status scheme and further absorbed 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 

luni against regular Group D post . Thc Respondent/ 
Tribunal is as follows — 

lielewan Department s action in 3201 doing so is illegal and 

twirl Ilence , this industrial despite has been raised 
" Whether the action of the General Manager , 

against the Respondent/ Teicconi Department for a 
Telecommunications, Chengalpattu in terminating the 

declaratior that the order of termination dated 15-6 - 95 is 
services of Shri T.Loganathan , casualmazdoor is legal 

illegal and arbitrary and consequently for a directin 10 
and justificd : If not, to what relief he is entitl d ?" 

the RespondentManagcincnt to reinstate the Petitioner 
2 The facts of the industrial dispute as piinded hy in service w .vf 15 - 07 - 1995 and 10 pay all arrcars of back 
the IT rty /tikman are briefly as follows : 

wages and all other attendant benefits. 
The I Party/Workman Shri T. Loganathan (hereinafter 3 . The II Party Management Telecom Department 
refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour in has filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter 
the II Party Management Telecom Department (hereinafter Statement denying the allegations ofthe Petitioner in the 
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Claim Statement about his appointment as Casual Labour 
on 01-03 - 1983 and his contention about continuous 
working with the Respondent/Department for a period of 
1155 number of days of service and the alleged termination 
of the Petitioner from service on 15 -06 - 1995 . It is further 
alleged that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual 
basis for the unskilled work i.e. to carry out digging , 
drawing out wires , laying posts and for other casual works 
on daily rated wages basis during 1995 for a period of 110 
days only. The department used to engage persons like 
the Petitioner when there was work , Şince there was no 
work he was not further engaged . Hence the question of 
appointment, termination and continuous service does not 
arise. The work done by the Petitioner was purely casual 
in nature and not perennial. The Respondent has never 
informed the Petitioner that the Respondent/ Telecom 
Departmentwould take the Petitioner back to service . In 
1989, a Schemecalled " Grant of Temporary Status to Casual 
Labourers was introduced for the Casual Labourers who 
actually worked . The essential conditions of the scheme 
are : 
1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31-3- 1985; 
2. He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.e. 01 - 10 -89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous service 

in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989; and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year. 

The Casual Labourers who actually worked were asked 
to furnish the service particulars to grant temporary status. 
On verification , the service particulars submitted by the 
Petitioner were found to be bogus and manufactured one . 
So , the department did not consider the claim of the 
Petitioner. The Petitioner had submitted false service 
particulars , with a view to getting employment and other 
benefits from the department. The alleged work done by 
the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature . As on 
date, the department is not engaging Casual Labour like 
the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since there is not 
work and there is not post, there is no scope for the 
Petitioner for his re -employment in the Respondent 
Telecome Department. The Petitioner was engaged on 
casual basis as and when required by the department, 
hence, he is not eligible for reinstatement as per the law 
and as well as Temporary StatusMazdoor Scheme. Hence , 
it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased to 
dismiss the claim petition . 

4. When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 


workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
the evidence given in I. D . No. 156 /2001 on either side can 
be treated as common cvidence for all these cases. On the 
side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K Umapathy, Petitioner 
in I. D , No. 156 / 2001, and Sri K .Mohan , Petitioner in I. D . 
No. 262/2001 have been examined as WW1 and WW2 
respectively. As per the memo filed by the learned counsel 
for the RespondentManagement, the evidence given by 
one Divisional Engineer, Mr. P . Chandrasekar, who has 
been examined as a common witness MW1 in I.D . No. 
11/2001 has been treated as a common evidence for this 
case and other similar connected cases. On the side ofthe 
Petitioner , the Xerox copy of the service certificates have 
been marked as common Workmen exhibits. On the side of 
the Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate 
ofWW1 filed before the conciliating authority earlier and 
the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex W1 to 
W3have been marked as Ex M1,M2 to M75, The learned 
counsel for the II Party Management has advanced his 
arguments . 

5. The Point formy consideration is 
" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications , Chengalpattu in terminating the 
services of Shri T. Loganathan , casual mazdoor is 

legal and justified ? If not, to what relief hc is entitled 
Point - 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry, as per 
the request of the learned counsel on either side , a joint 
trial of these 60 caseswhich are similar in nature hasbeen 
conducted . Two out of thesc Petitioners have been 
examined as WW1 and WW2, W1 series, W2 and W3 
series , the service ccrtificates of WW1 and WW2 
respectively have been marked . On the side of the 
management the xerox copy of the services certificate of 
WWI filed beforc the conciliating authority carlier and 
the xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in those service certificates under Ex, W1 to 
W3 have been marked as Ex .M1,M2 to M75. Apart from 
these documents the other Petitioners also filed in Court 
individually in their respective cases as the service 
certificates issued to them mentioning their service 
particulars, which are remained unmarked documents . The 
common claim made by all these Petitioners in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department is that the termination of the 
Petitioners from service by the Respondent Management 
is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 
RespondentManagement from thc date of their respective 
terminating from service asmentioned in their respective 
Claim Statements . They have raised these claims based 
on the service records. They were filed into Court in their 
respective cases . WW1 and WW2 have spoken about 
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their respective service certificates they have filed into from the date of the alleged termination of service in the 
Court in their respective cases. In the cross examination year 1995. But it is the contention of the Respondent/ 
of both the Pctitioners WW1 and WW2, they have Management and also the evidence of MW1 that service 
admitted that have given their service particulars to the certificates filed by the Petitioners are all false and created 
Respondent/Department as per the direction of the by themselves and they have not mentioned anything 
department for consideration to confer temporary status with regard to availability of service certificates in their 
mazdoors only . It is their further contention in the evidence Claim Statements. The learned counsel for the Respondent 
that at the inception when they met the Telcom people , Management would further contend that in the 
who were doing the work of the department near their Claim - Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been 
house , requested those permanent employees of the mentioned as to who appoint them and where they have 
Respondent/ Telecom Department like lineman to give worked and who in the Respondent/ Department has 
them work and as per thcir direction they went to see the terminated them from service. There is no appointment 
Assistant Enginecr, and requested him to provide work in order as well as the termination order passed by the 
the Respondent Department. WW1 and WW2 who have RespondentManagement for these Petitioners to claim 
deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners have that they were appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom 
stated in the cross - examination that they have not Department and they were terminated against the 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . According to 
they have not mentioned so in their earlier Claim the Management of Telecom Department, these people 
Statements filed before the regional Commissioner of were engaged in the ycar 1995 and some persons were 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They engaged at the end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff 
further say that they do not know the name of the of the Respondent/ Telecom Department for laying the 
Assistant Enginçer, whom they met and asked for work . It cables, and erecting poles and other connected casual 
is their further evidence, that they used to get the wages works . It is the specific stand of the Respondent/ 
by signing the muster rolls and the numbers of muster Management that all these Petitioners have not worked 
rolls mentioned in their respective service certificates are for 240 days and in the Counter Statement filed by the 
true and correct and their respective names are available Respondent/Management in their respective cases, the 
in those original muster rolls mentioned in their respective days for which the concerned Petitioner had worked in 
service certificates . They further say in the cross thç RespondentDepartment has been clearly given . It is 
examination that they mentioned in their respective Claim their further contention that service certificates relied upon 
Statements that they were given service certificates by by these Petitioners as issued by the officials of the 
the Assistant Engineer for the days they worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department were not issued by the 
Respondent/Department. They have also denied the Department and they were created by the Petitioners 
suggestion in the cross - examination , that the service themselves and the particulars of the alleged service in 
certificates produced by thesc Petitioners in their the Telecom Department mentioned in the service 
respective cases are all falsc certificates and they were certificates said to have been issued by the officials of the 
created by them . They have also denied the suggestion Respondent/Department from 1984 to 1995 are all bogus. 
that they have not worked in the Respondent/ Telecom By sufficient documentary evidence through Ex.M2 to M75 
Department for the period they have mentioned by days originalmuster rolls marked in the cross - examination of 
in their respective Claim Statements. On the side of the WW1 and WW2, and through the common evidence of 
Respondent/Management, the evidence given by MWI, it has been established that the particulars given in 
Divisional Engineer, one Mr. P. Chandrasekar as MWI the service certificates by the Petitioners are bogus. WWI 
earlier has been treated as common evidence for this casc and WW2have clearly admitted in their cross -examination , 
and similar connected other cases as per the memo filed when their attention have been drawn to the entries in the 
by the learned counsel for the Respondent/Management. original muster rolls mentioned in their service certificates, 
According to the Petitioner, he was engaged by the that their names have not been available in the original 
Respondent/Management Department of Tele muster rolls , maintained by the Telecom Department. The 
communication as casual mazdoor in the year 1983 and xerox copy of those muster rolls have been cxhibited on 
worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated in his Claim the side of the RespondentManagement asManagement 
Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the cross- examination of common 
Statement that all of a sudden he was terminated and the witness for the Management MWI, no suggestion is put 
action of the Respondent Management, Telecommuni to him about the work of the Petitioner for 240 days in the 
cation Department in terminating him from scrvice in not Telecom Department. No suggestion was put in the cross 
following the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act , examination ofMW1 that the particulars furnished in the 
1947 is ab initio void and illegal. Since the said action of scrvice certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
the Respondent Management is illegal, he must be bogus but they are genuine. On the side of the Petitioners, 
reinstated in the service by the Respondent/Management no one has been examined as a witness to prove the servicc 
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certificates they are relying upon . The officials in the 
Telecom Department, who said to have issued those 
certificates have not been examined by the Petitioners to 
prove their respective service certificates. From these 
common evidence available , it is seen that these Petitioners 
have worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of 
the Respondent Telecom Department in carrying out the 
departmental work as CasualLabourers. From the available 
evidence , it is seen that these Petitioners were engaged as 
Casual Labourers by the regular departmental workman 
for the seasonal work of the department they were 
attending and they were disengaged on completion of the 
particular work . From this, it is seen that the contention of 
the Petitioner in the Claim Statement that the work will be 
available always and it is perennial type of work are all 
false . The Petitioners who have been examined as common 
witnesses for workmen as WW1 and WW2 have adunitted 
that they were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular 
staff of the department only to assist them for doing the 
departmental work as and when it was necessary. From 
the evidence available in this case , it is seen that Petitioners 
who have been working as casual mazdoors temporarily 
by assisting the regular and permanent staff of 
Respondent/ Telerom 

Plecom trepartment have disengaged , since 
the work they were attended were completed and there 
was no further work for them to do . So from the materials 
available in this case by way of exhibits and evidence , it is 
clearly established by the RespondentManagement, by 
production of original muster rolls which have been 
referred to in service certificates of the Petitioners, that 
the Petitioners have never worked as Casual Labourers 
under those muster rolls for the said period and have not 
been paid wagesby the department.From this, it is seen , 
as contended by the learned counsel for the Respondent 
Management in his argument, that the particulars given 
in the service certificates produced by the Petitioners arc 
not truc particulars , but they are bogus certificates. If 
really, the particulars given in the service certificates relied 
upon by the Petitioners are true , they would have been 
granted temporary status mazdoors for Casual Labourers 
by the Respondent/Department. From the evidence 
available in these cases , it is abundantly proved by the 
Respondent/Department that these Petitioners have not 
worked continuously from 1984 to 1995. Further, it is seen 
from the evidence available that the Petitioners were 
engaged by the department as Casual Labourers only for 
the short period and they were given wages on daily rated 
basis. It is the evidence of MW1 that the work the 
Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was only 
seasonal work and it was not a continuous one and it is 
not available all through the year. It cannotbe denied that 
the work these Petitioners attended as Casual Labourers 
in the Respondent Management department were only 
development work like opening new telephone exchanges 
and strengthening the existing exchanges and they were 
done as project works and on completion of that work , 


these Petitioners have no work in the department to 
continue in service . It is the definite evidence of MWI 
that on checking the service particulars given by the 
Petitioners, the department has found that the particulars 
they furnished are not true and they were found to be 
bogus. All these things cannot be denied . It has been 
demonstrated before this Tribunal by the Respondent 
Management by relevant documents that the names of 
the Petitioners were not available in the original muster 
rolls that has been mentioned in their service certificates . 
From this , it is established that the particulars given in 
their service certificates arc false. No date of issue of those 
service certificates is avilable in the service certificates . 
The Petitioners who have been examined a 

us common 
witnesses for these Petitioner : 

mwis as W1 and WW2 also have 
not stated : 

utvu in their evidence , the dates on which they were 
issued those service certificates by the concerned officials 
in the department. If they were really issued by the officials 
of the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a record for 
their service in the department, the Petitioner would not 
have been failed to mention all these things in their 
respective Claim Statements. The non -mention of the same 
in their Claim Statements and the production of these 
certificates without any base during trial of the cases 
before this Tribunal go to show that these Petitioners for 
the purpose of these cases have created them , as it is 
contended by the RespondentManagement. From the 
available materials, it is seen that the Respondent 
Management, in regular course, did not employ Petitioners 
and they were not given independent work , so the 
question of retrenchment from service does not at all arise . 
So under such circumstances , the question of 
Respondents not following the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior notice and 
compensation under Section 25F of Industrial Disputes 
Act , 1947 will not at all arise . As per the recent decisions 
of the Supreme Court, the Petitioner has to prove 
conclusively with acceptable, legal evidence that he has 
worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a 
Casual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days , 
preceding the date on which they have been disengaged 
from work . In the absence of such evidence on the side of 
the Petitioner, it can be concluded that they have no right 
to claim even conferment of temporary status of casual 
mazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in service in the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department. So, under such 
circumstances, from the available materials it is seen that 
the action of the Management of Telecom Department in 
not engaging these Petitioners as casual mazdoors , 
subsequent to completion of work for which they have 
engaged is legal and justified . Hence , this Pctitioner is not 
entitled to the relief he prayed for in his Claim Statement. 
Thus, the point is answered accordingly . 

6 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
Pctitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the 
Claim Statement. No. Cost. 
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by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the 

M23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /08513 
open court on this day the 30th April, 2002.) 

M24 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 11/08514 
K .KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 

M25 - Xerox copy ofMR, No . 15 /20861 
Common Witnesses Examined : 

M26 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 / 20861 
For the I Party /Workmen : 

M27 - Xerox copy ofMR. No. 12 / 20862 
W . W . 1 - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 

M28 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/20863 
W . W . 2 - Sh . K . Mohan (Petitioner in I. D . 262 /2001 ) 

M29 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.03/20867 
For the II Party/Management: 

M30 Xerox copy of M .R . No .02/20868 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P. Chandrasekar [DE (Legal & Commercial) 

M31 Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13 /20863 
Examined in I. D .No. 11 / 2001 and has taken as 
Common evidence in this case . 

M32 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12/ 20869 
Common Documents Marked : 

M33 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 / 20869 
For the I Party /Workmen : 

M34 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 20 /04631 
W1Series (7 ) - Original service certificates issued in favour M35 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 24 /2 
of Petitioners 

M36 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /4 
W2 - OriginalService Note Book . 

M37 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /4 
W3 Series (7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates is 

M38 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /5 
sued in favour of Petitioners. 

M39 Xerox copy of M .R . No . 7 / 5 
For the II Party Management: 

M40 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /5 
M - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 
favour of Petitioners. 

M41 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 5 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05850 

M42 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 1775 
M3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 05851 

M43 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .22 /5 
M4. Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07188 

M44 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /59 
MS - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07193 

M45 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 04978 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19/04693 

M46 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 8 /06216 
M7 - Xerox copy of M .R .No 18/04693 

M47 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 07188 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 3/06114 

M48 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /4427 
M9 . Xerox copy of M .R , No . 9/06114 

M49 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 / 06117 
M10 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /06114 

M50 - Xerox copy of M .R No . 9 /06114 
MII - Xerox copy of M . R No. 6 / 06115 

M51 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18/06114 
M12 - Xerox copyof M .R . No. 5 /06115 

M52 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 6706115 
Mi3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18/ 06115 

M53 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 

M54 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1 /08511 
M15 - Xerox copy ofMR. No . 19/07289 

M55 - Xerox copy of MR No. 2 /08511 
M16 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7/4427 

M56 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 22 /08511 
M17 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.4/4431 

M57 - Xerox copy of MR No. 13 /08512 
M 8 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 13 / 15 948 

M58 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.23/08512 
M 9 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 15 /06117 

M59 . Xerox copy ofMR. No. 10 /08513 
M20 - Xerox copy of M .R No.21/06119 

M60 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 / 20861 
M21 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/08512 

M61 . Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 / 20861 
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M65 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/20864 
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T. 311. 1971. — 3 Enfte fagit fuftus 1947 
( 1947 14 ) TURI 1739424 

R Q R 
विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच , 
अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक 

furtu Tel ( HGH HC 182/2001 ) fra 
* , * 314 21 -5 2002 191 5341 071 
( T . ( - 40012/ 123 /99 - 37 . R . ( 57. 9.) ) 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
S . 0 . 1971. - In pursuance of Section 17 of the In 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Gov 
ernment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 182 / 2001 of 
the CentralGovernment Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the manage 
ment of Telecom . Deptt. and their workman , which was 
received by the CentralGovernment on 21-5 - 2002 . 

[No .L -40012/ 123/99 - IR (D . U .)] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT.INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 
Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
PRESENT : K .Karthikeyan , 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO.182/ 2001 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I. D . No. 199 /99 ) 


( In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub -section ( 1) and sub -section 2 (A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), between the Workman Sri P . Balasubramaniam and 
the management of the Telecommunications Department.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri P. Balasubramaniam : I Party /Workman 

AND 
1. The ChiefGeneral Manager, : II Party Management 

Tamil Nadu Circle, 
Chennai. 
2 . The GeneralManager, 

Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Distt. 

Chennai, 
3. TheDivisional Engineer (Admn.) 
Olo .General Manager, 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist, 

Chennai. 
4. The Sub Divisional Engineer (Electricals ), 

Telecommunications, 

Chennai, 
Appearance : 
For the Workman : M /s. M .Gnanasekar, 

C . Premavathi & 
G . Manjula , 

Advocates 
For theManagement : Sri R . Kanniappan 

Addl. CGSC 
The Govt. of India , Ministry of Labour in exercise of 
powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub - section ( 1) and 
sub -section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L -40012 / 123 / 99 / 
IR (DU ) dated 25 -08 - 1999 . 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai where it was taken 
on file as I. D . No. 199 /99. When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India, Ministry of 
Labourwas pleased to order transfer of this case from that 
Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of 
records from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on file 
as I.D . No. 182 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel 
on either side, informing them about the transfer of this 
case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before this 
Tribunal on 06 -02- 2001. On receipt of notice from this Tri 
bunal, the counsel on either side present alongwith their 
respective parties and prosecuted the case further . 

When the matter cameup before me for final hearing 
on 01-04 - 2002, upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
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Counter Statement, additional counter statement, the other violation of the provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial 
material papers on record , the oral and documentary Disputes Act, 1947 . Further, the Petitioner was not given 
evidence let in on either side, as common evidence for this any notice or compensation in termsof the said provision 
case and the connected similar cases and after hcaring the of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Hence , the action of the 
arguments advanced by the learned counsel for the II Respondent/Department in terminating the services of the 
Party Management alone, this matter having stood over Petitioner without notice or compensation is ab initio void 
till this date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed and the Petitioner is deemed to be in continuous in servicc 
the following : - 

and therefore , is entitled to be reinstated with all other 
AWARD 

service benefits including arrears of back wages. The 

Respondent ought to have conferred temoprary status as 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above 

per the temporary status scheme and further absorbed 
order of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication 

him against regular Group D post. The Respondent/ 
by this Tribunal is as follows : 

Telecom Department s action in not doing so is illegal and 
" Whether the action of the management of Telecom arbitrary. Hence, this industrial dispute has been raised 
in terminating the services of Sri P. Balasubramaniam against the Respondent/ Telecom Department for a 
as casual mazdoor is legal and justified ? If not, to declaration that the order of termination dated 15 -6 - 95 is 
what relief he is entitled ?? 

illegal and arbitrary and consequently for a direction to 

the RespondentManagement to reinstate the Petitioner 
2. The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 

in service w .e .f 15 -6 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows : 

wages and all other attendantbenefits. 
The I Party /Workman Shri P . Balasubramaniam 

3. The II Party /Management Telecom Department 
(hereinafter refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual 

has filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter 
labour in the II Party Management Telecom Department 

Statement denying the allegations ofthe Petitioner in the 
(hereinafter refers to as Respondent) on 01-03 - 1983 for 

Claim Statement. It is further alleged that the Petitioner 
digging, drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied 

was engaged purely on casual basis for the unskilled work 
jobs as directed by his superiors . He was paid nominal 

i.e . to carry out digging, drawing out wires, laying posts 
wages of Rs. 6 . 50 as daily rated wages . Though the 

and for other casual works on daily rated wages basis . 
Petitioner has been continuously working with the 

The department used to cngage persons like the Petitioner 
Respondent, and has put in 1129 number of days of 

when there was work . Since there was no work he was not 
service, he had not been regularised . The Department of 

further engaged . Hence the question of appointment, 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casualmazdoors 

termination and continuous service does not arise . The 
working in thc department for a long period formulated a 

work done by the Petitioner was purely casual in nature 
Schemc known as casualmazdoors (Grant of Temporary 

and not perennial, The Respondent has never informed 
Status and Regularisation) Scheme. The Respondent/ 

the Petitioner that the Respondent Telecom Department 
Telecom Department failed to confer temporary status on 

would take the Petitioner back to service. In 1989, a Schemc 
thc Petitioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal and 

called Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers 
arbitrary . The 1 Party /Workman has been denied 

was introduced for the Casual Labourers who actually 
employment w .e. f. 15 -6 - 1995 and , when his services were 

worked . The essential conditions of the scheme are : - - 
terminated he was getting Rs.60 /- as daily wages. When 
he approached the concerned authority for conferment of 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 
temporary status, he was informed that he will be taken 

1031- 3 - 1985; 
back to duty. The Petitioner was waiting for orders from 

2. He should be currently employed on the date of 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding his re 

the implementation of Schemei.e. 01- 10 -89; 
engagement. However, he has not reccived any orders 
nor he was taken back to duty so far. His service was 

3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 
utilised for the regular work that is perennial in nature . 

service in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989 ; and 
Therefore , when the work and the necessity to engage the 
Petitioner continuous, therc is no reason or justification 

4. There should not be a break for a period of more 
for denying the employment to the Petitioner. No reason 

than one year. 
was given by the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 

The CasualLabourerswho actually worked were asked 
termnating the services of the Petitioner and the 

to furnish the service particulars to grant temporary status, 
Respondent failed to follow the principles of natural justice . 

On veriſication , the service particulars submitted by the 
No enquiry was conducted and the Pctitioner was not 

Petitioner were found to be bogus and manufactured one. 
given any opportunity before his services were 

So , the department did not consider the claim of the 
discontinued . The Petitioner has put in more than a decade 

Petitioner. The Petitioner had submitted false service 
continuous service and the termination of his service is in 

particulars, with a view to getting employment and other 
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benefits from the department. The alleged work donc by 
the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature As on 
date , the depanment is not engaging CasualLabour like 
thc Pctitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since there is not 
work and there is no post, there is no scope for the 
Pctitioner for his rc - cmployment in the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department. The Pçtitioner was engaged on 
casual basis as and when required by the department, 
hence , he is not eligible for reinstatement as per the law 
and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme The 
pelilioner was not ſurther cngaged since there was no 
work As a matter of policy, if any seasonal work arose, 
the Department will call for tender and the work contract 
will be handed over to contractor, Hence the Department 
is not engaging any casualMazdoor. As on date there is 
no casualmazdoor in the Department. Though the alleged 
termination was in the year 1995 , the petitioner has raised 
the dispute only now Helice, it is prayed that the Hon ble 
Tribunal may be plcased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4 When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
learned cousel on cither side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Pctitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
the evidence given in I.D No 156 /2001 on either side can 
be trcatcd as conimon evidence for all these cases. On the 
şide of thc Pctitioner/Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner 
in I. D . No. 156 /2001, and Sri K Mohan , Petitioner in ID 
No 262/2001 have been examined as WW1 and WW2 
respectively. As per the memo filed by the learned 
counsel for thc ,7 ocpondentManagement, the evidence 
given by onc Divisional Engineer, Mr. P. Chandrasckar, 
who has been examined as a common witness MWIin ID . 
No. 11/ 2001 has been treated as a common evidence for 
this case and other similar connected cases. On the side 
of the Petitioner, the zerox copy of the service certificates 
have been marked as common Workmen cxhibits. On the 
side of the Management the xerox copy of the services 
certificate of WWI filed before the conciliating authority 
carlier and the Zerox copics of the original musicr rolls 
which are mentioned in those Service certificates under 
Ex . WIto W3 have been marked as Ex M1, M2 to M75 
Thc Icarned counsel for thc II Pany/Management has 
advanced his arguments. 

5 The Point for my consideration is - - 
“Whether the action of the management of 
Telecommunications in tcrminating the services of 
Shri P Balasubramaniam as casualmazdoor is legal 

and justificd ? If not, 10 what relief he is entitled ?" 
Point : - 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the Icarned counsel on either side, a joint 
Trial of these 60 caseswhich are similar in naturc has been 


conducted . Two out of these Petitioners have been 
cxamined as WW1 and WW2. W1 series, W2 and W3 
series, the service certificates Of wwi and WW2 
respectively have been marked . On the side of the 
management the xerox copy of the services certificate of 
WW1 filed before the conciliating authority earlier and 
The xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in those Scrvice certificates under Ex .Wi to 
W3 have been marked as Ex,M1, M2 to M75 . Apart from 
thcsc documents the other Petitioners also filcd in Court 
individually in their respective cases as the service 
cortificates issued to them mentioning their service 
particulars, which are remained unmarked documents. The 
common claim made by all these Petitioners in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department is that the termination of the 
Petitioners from service by the Respondent/management 
is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 
Respondent Management from the datc of their respective 
termination from service asmentioned in thcir respective 
Claim Statements. They have raise these claims based on 
the service records. They were filed into Court in their 
respective cases. WWI and WW2 have spoken about 
their respective service certificates they havc filed into 
Court in thcir respective cases. In the cross examination 
of both the Petitioners WWI and WW2, they have 
admitted that they have given their service particulars to 
the Respondent Department as per the direction of the 
department for consideration to comfer temporary status 
mazdoors only. It is their further contention in the evidence 
that at the inception when they met the Telcom people , 
who were doing the work of the department near their 
house , requested those permanent employees of 
Respondent/Telecom Department like lineman to give them 
work and as per their direction they went to see the 
Assistant engineer, and requested him to provide work in 
thç Respondent/Dcpartment. WWI and WW2who have 
deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners have 
stated in the cross cxamination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and 
they have not mentioned so in their carlier Claim 
Statements filed before the regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
further say that do not know the name of the Assistant 
Engineer, whom they inet and asked for work . It is their 
further evidence, that they used to get the wages by 
signing the muster rolls and the numbers of muster rolls 
mentioned in their respective scrvice certificates are true 
and correct and their respective names are available in 
those originalmuster rolls mentioned in their respective 
service certificates . They further say in the cross 
examination that theymentioned in their respective Claim 
Statements that they were given scrvice certificates by 
the Assistant Engincer for the days they worked in the 
Respondent/Department They have also denied the 
suggestion in the cross examination , that the service 
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certificates produced by these Petitioners in their certificates said to have been issued by the officials of the 
respective cases are all false certificates and they were Respondent/Department from 1984 to 1995 are all bogus. 
created by them . They have also denied the suggestion By sufficient documentary evidence through Ex.M2 to M75 
that they have not worked in the Respondent/ Telecom originalmuster rolls marked in the cross examination of 
Department for the period they have mentioned by days WW1 and WW2, and through the common evidence of 
in their respective Claim Statements. On the side of the MWI, it has been established that the particulars given in 
Respondent/Management, the evidence given by the service certificates by the Petitioners are bogus. WWI 
Divisional Engineer, one Mr. P. Chandrasekar as MWI and WW2 have clearly admitted in their cross examination , 
earlier has been treated as common evidence for this case when their attention have been drawn to the entries in the 
and similar connected other cases as per the memo filed original muster rolls mentioned in their service certificates, 
by the learned counsel for the RespondentManagement. that their namncs have not been available in the original 
According to the Petitioner , he was engaged by the muster rolls, maintained by the Telecom Department. The 
Respondent/Management Department of Tele xerox copy of those muster rolls have been exhibited on 
communication as casual mazdoor in the year 1985 and the side of the Respondent/Management as Management 
worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated in his Claim Exhibits M2 to M75 In the cross examination of the 
Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim Statement common witness for the Management MWI, no 
that all of a sudden he was terminated and the action of suggestion was put to him about the work of the Petitioner 
the Respondent /Management , Telecommunication for 240 days in the Felecom Department. No suggestion 
Department in terminating him from service in not following was put in the cross examination of MWI that the 
the provisions of the IndustrialDisputes Act, 1947 is ab particulars furnished in the service certificates produced 
initio - void and illegal. Since the said action of the by the Petitioners are not bogus but they are genuine . On 
Respondent Management is illegal, he must be reinstated the side of the Petitioners, no one has been examined as a 
in the service by the RespondentManagement from the witness to prove the service certificates they are relying 
date of the alleged termination of service in the year 1995 . upon The officials in the Telecom Department, who said 
But it is the contention of the RespondentManagement to have issued those certificates have not been examined 
and also the evidence ofMWI that service certificates by thc Petitioners to prove their respective service 
filed by the Petitioners are all false and created by certificates. From these common evidence available , it is 
themselves and they have not mentioned anything with seen that these Petitioners have worked for few days by 
regard to availability of service certificates in their Claim assisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Statements. The learned counsel for the Respondent/ Department in carrying out the departmentwork as Casual 
Management would further contend that in the claim Labourers From the available evidence , it is seen that 
Statementof the Petitioners nothing has been mentioned these Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers by 
as to who appoint them and where they have worked and the regular department workman for the seasonal work of 
who in the RespondentDepartment has terminated them the department they were attending and they were 
from service . There is no appointment order aswell as the disengaged on completion of the particular work . From 
termination order passed by the Respondent Man .: gement this, it is seen that the contention of the Petitioner in the 
for these Petitioners 10 claim that they were appointed by Claim Statement that thework will be available always and 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department and they were it is perennial type of work are all fa se . The Petitione s 
terminated against the provisions of Industrial Disputes who have been examined as co .nr :on witnesses cor 
Act, 1947 . According to the Management of Telecom workmen as WWI and WW2 have admitted that they 
Department, these people were engaged in the year 1995 were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular stalf of 
and some persons were engaged at the end of 1994 for the department only to assist them for doing the 
assisting the regular stau of the Respondent/ Telecom departmental work as and when it was necessary . From 
Department for laying the cables , and erecting poles and the cvidence available in this case , it is seen that Petitioners 
other connected casual works . It is the specific stand of who have been working as casualmazdoors temporarily 
the Respondent Manage ncnt that all these Fatitioners by assisting the regular and permanent staff of 
have not worked for 240 days and in the Counter Stateinent Respondent Telecorn Depart nent have disengaged , since 
filed by the RespondentManagement in their respective the work wey were attended were completed and there 
cases , the days fc - which the concc . ned f ctiuoner had was to further work for them to do . So from the materials 
worked in the respondent Department has been clearly available in this case by way of exhibits and evidence, it is 
given in Further contention that services .. ficulu s clear!* cstablished by the RespondentManagement, by 
Parade , these Petitioners as issued by the officials production of original muster rolls which have been 
of the Respondent/ Telecom Department were not issued referred to in service certificates of the Petitioners, that 
by the Department and they were created by the Petitioners the Petitioners have never wczesas asual Labourers 
themselves and the particulars of the alleged service in under those muster rolls for the sad period and save not 
the Telecom Department mentioned in the service been paid wages hy it :teit . Frr in this it !. in , 
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as contended by the learned counsel for the Respondent 
Management in the argument that the particulars given in 
the service certificates produced by the Petitioners are 
not true particulars, but they are bogus certificates. If 
really, the particulars given in the service certificates relied 
upon by the Petitioners are true, they would have been 
grantcd temporary status mazdoors for Casual Labourers 
by the Respondent/Department. From the evidence 
available in these cases, it is abundantly proved by the 
Respondent/Department that these Petitioners have not 
worked continuously from 1984 to 1995 . Further, it is seen 
from the evidence available that the Petitioners were 
engaged by the department as Casual Labourers only for 
the short period and they were given wages on daily rated 
basis . It is the cvidence of MW1 that the work the 
Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was only 
scasonal work and it was not a continuous one and it is 
not available all through the year. It cannot be denięd that 
the work these Petitioners attended as Casual Labourers 
in thc Respondent Management department were only 
developmentwork like opening new telephone exchanges 
and strengthening the existing exchanges and they were 
done as project works and on completion of that work , 
thesc Petitioners have no work in thc department to 
continue in service. It is the definite cvidence of MWI 
that on checking the service particulars given by the 
Petiu onurs, the dcpartment has found that the particulars 
they ſu , nished are not true and they were found to be 
bogus. All these things cannot be denied . It has been 
demonstrated before this Tribunal by the Respondent 
Management by relevant documents that the names of 
the Pctitioners were not available in the original muster 
rolls that has been mentioned in their service certificates . 
From this, it is established that the particulars given in 
their service certificates are false. Nodate of issue of those 
service certificates is avilable in the service certificates. 
The Petitioners who have been examined as common 
witnesses for these Petitioners as WW1 and WW2 also 
have not stated in thcir evidence , the dates on which they 
were issued those service certificates by the concerned 
officials in the department. If they were really issued by 
the officials of the Respondent Telecom Department as a 
record for their service in the department, the Petitioner 
would not have been failed to mention all these things in 
their respective Claim Statements. The non -mention of the 

amein lie Claim Statements and the production ofthese 
certific ithout any base during trial of the cases 
before this . -ibunal go to show that these Petitioners for 
the purpose of these cases have created them , as it is 
contended by the Respondent/Management. From the 
available materials, its scen that the Respondent/ 
Management, in regular course , did not employ Petitioners 
and they were not given independentwork, so the question 
of retrenchment from service does not at all arise. So under 
such circumstances, the question of Rcspondents not 
following the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 


and the issuance of prior notice and compensation under 
Section 25F of IndustrialDisputes Act, 1947 will not at all 
arise. As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court, 
the Petitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable , 
legal evidence that he has worked in the Respondent 
Telecom Department as a Casual Labour for a continuous 
period of 240 days, preceding the date on which they have 
been disengaged from work . In the absence of such 
evidence on the side of the Petitioner, it can be concluded 
that they have no right to claim even conferment of 
temporary status of casual mazdoors and also to claim 
reinstatement in service in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department. So , under such circumstances, from the 
available materials it is seen that the action of the 
Managementof Telecom Department in not engaging these 
Petitioners as casualmazdoors, subsequent to completion 
ofwork for which they have engaged is legal and justified . 
Hence, this Petitioner is not entitled to the relief hc prayed 
for in his Claim Statement. Thus, the point is answered 
accordingly. 

6 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the 
Claim Statement. No. Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me to the open 
court on this day the 30th April , 2002.) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W . W .I - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 
W . W .2 - Sh . K .Mohan (Petitioner in I. D . 262 /2001) 
For the II Party /Management: 
M .W . 1 - Sh . P. Chandrasekar ((DE (Legal & Commercial)] 

Examined in I. D .No. 11 /2001 and has taken as 
Common evidence in this case . 


Common Documents Marked : 


For the IParty Workmen : 
WiSeries(7) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners. 
W2. Original Service Note Book . 
W 3 Series (7) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party /Management : 
MI- Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners , 
M2- Xerox copy of M .R No. 03850 
M3- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05851 
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M4 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 07188 


N 


M5 - 


Xerox copy of M . R , No. 07193 


M6 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /04693 
M7. Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.3 / 06114 
M9 . Xerox copy of M . R No. 9 /06114 
M 10 - Xerox copy of M .R No . 18/06114 
M11 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.6 /06115 
M12 - Xerox copyof M .R . No. 3 /06115 
M13 - Xerox copy of M .R. No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 1/08311 
M15 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /07289 
M16 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of M .R. No. 4/4431 
M18 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 13 / 15948 
M19 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15/ 06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/08512 
M22 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 23/08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M .R. No. 10/ 08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 11/08514 
M25 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12/20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of M .R No . 11/20863 
M29 . Xerox copy of M .R . No.03 /20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of M .R. No.02/20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13/20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
M33 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 /20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 20/04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12/4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 14 /4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.4/5 
M39 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 7 / 5 
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M40 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 10 /5 
M41 . - Xerox copy of M .R No. 11/5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 17 /5 
M43 . Xerox copy of M . R .No. 22/5 
M44 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /59 
M45 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of MR No. 8 /06216 
M47 . Xerox copy of M .R . No.07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7/4427 
M49 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 15/06117 
M50 . Xeroxcopy of M .R .No. 9 /06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of M .R No . 18 /06114 
M52 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 6 /06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 2 /08511 
M56 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 22/08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 /08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15/20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of MR.No. 12 / 20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 11/20863 
M64 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 11/20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 09 /20866 
M67 . Xerox copy of M . R. No. 03/20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M .R. No. 14 /20867 
M69 . Xerox copy of M .R No.02 /20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12/20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 06 / 21253 
M72 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13/27 
M73 . Xerox copy of MR. No. 19 /29 
M74 . Xerox copy ofMR. No. 4/29 


M75 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 20 /29 


ILM 


IOFIDIS 


5708 

THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JUNE 15, 2002/JYAISTHA 25 , 1924 PART II SEC 3 (ii)} 
of fact, 21 W , 2002 

The Govt of India , Ministry of Labour in exercise 

of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and 
CHT. 37 . 1972. - Hun forang UPA, 1947 ( 1947 

sub -section (2A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 
14 ) URT 17 377 519 POR , THER 1947 ( 14 of 1947), have referred the concerned Industrial 
विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच , Dispute for adjudication vidc Order No L - 10012 / 124 /99/ 
अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक 

IR (DU ) dated 26 -08 -1999. 
u nut, - 15 TTC ( HGH TO 219 / 2001) ogla 

This reference has been made earlicr to the Tamil 

Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai where it was 
* * , 177 - 14 Hur 21 - 05 - 02 TT TTT 

taken on file as I. D . No. 225 / 99 . When the matter was 
( B . TA - 40012 /124 /99 - 3714.31 .( 1. 7 .) ] pending enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt of India , 

Ministry of Labour was plcascd to order transfer of this 
कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डेस्क अधिकारी case from that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . 

On receipt of records from that Tribunal, the case has been 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 

taken on Gilcas I. D . No . 219/2001 and notices were sent 
S . O . 1972 - -In pursuance of Section 17 of the 10 the counsel on either side , informing them about the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central trusfer to this case to this Tribunal, with a direction to 
Goverunent hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 219 / appear before this Tribunal on 07-02- 2001. On receipt of 
2001 ) of the Central Govenient Industrial TribunalLabour notice from this Tribunal, thic counsel on cither side present 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the along with their respective parties and prosecuted the case 
Industrial Dispute betwear the employas in relation to the further. 
management of Telecome Deptt . and their workman , which 

When the matter canic up before me for linal hearing 
was received by the Central Govermenton 21 -05-02 . 

on 01-04 -2002, upon persuing the Claim statement , 
[No. L - 10012/ 124 /99- IR (DU ) Counter Statement, additional coulter statement, the other 

material papers on record , the oral and documentary 
KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 

cvidence let in on either side as common cvidence for 
ANNEXURE 

this cascand ille connected similar cases and ter licoring 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL 

thearguments advanced by the iconic counsel for the II 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT. CHENNAI Party Management alone, this matter having stood over till 

Ulis date for consideration , this Tribunal las passed the 
Tuesday , the 30th April, 2002 

following - - 
Present : K .*KARTHIKEYAN , 

AWARD 
Presiding Officer 

Thic Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 219 /2001 

of reſerence by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
( Tamil Nadu Statc Industrial Tribunal I. D . No. 225/99 ) 

Tribunal is as follows : 
( In thematter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 

" Whether dic Demand of tic workman Sh. J. Ravi 
( d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub -section (2A ) of Section 10 

for reinstatement by thic General Manager, 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ). between 

Telcommunications. Cliengulpettu as casulmazdoor 
the Workman Sri J. Ravi and ulic management of Thie 

is legal and justificd ? If not. to wliat relier, he is 
General Manager , Telecoininunications, Kancheepuram 
Dist. Chennai, 

cntitled ?" 
BETWEEN 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 

the 1 Party /Workman arc briefly as follow . 
Sluri J. Ravi . I Party /Workman 

The I Party /Workman Sh J Ravi (lyreinafter rcfcrs 
AND 

to as Pctitioner ) was engaged as casino labour in dc ll Party / 
The GeneralManager , : II Party Management 

Management Telecom Department (hereinafter rcles to as 
Telecommunications, 

Respondent) on 14 - 12 - 1984 for digging , driwing wires, 
Kancheepuram Dist. Chennai, 

laying posts and for other allied jobs as directed by his 
Appearance 

superiors He was paid nominal weyes of Rs (7,50 as daily 

rated wages. Though the Petiioner has been continuously 
For the Workman 

M /s. M .Gnanasckar, 

working with the Respondent, and has put in 1140 number 
C . Premavathi & 

of days of service, hic had not been regulariscd . Ilic 
G . Manjula , 

Department of telecommunication in order to absorb the 
Advocates 

casual mazdoors working in clic department for a long 
For the Management 

Sri R . Kanniappan 

period formulated a scheme known as casual mazdoors 
Addl. CGSC 

(Grant of temporary status and regularisation ) Scheme 


[ 471 II — 345 (ii) ] 4777 o 114 : 15 , 2002ros 25 , 1924 

5709 
The Responden Telecom department failed to confer work , he was not further engaged . Hence , the question of 
temporary status on the petitioner under the said scheme. appointment, termination and continuous service does not 
Which is illegal and arbitrary . The I Party Workman has arise. The work done by the petitioner was purely casual in 
been denied cnployment w .e.f 25 -06 - 1995 and , when his nature and not perennial. The Respondent has never in 
services were terminated he was getting Rs . 60 /- as daily formed the petitioner that the respondent/telecom depart 
wages . When he approached the concemed authority for ment to take the petitioner back in service. In 1989, a Scheme 
confcmiçnt of temporary status, he was informed that he called "Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers 
will be taken back to duty the Petitioner was waiting for was introduced for the Casual Labourers who actually 
orders from the Respondent Telecom Department regarding worked . The essential conditions of the scheme are : - 
his re-engagement However, he has not received any orders 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged 
not he was taken back to duly so far His services was 

prior to 31.3 .1985 ; 
utilised for the regular work that is peremial in nature . 
Thercfore, when the work and the necessity to cngage the 

2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 
Petiſioner continuous there is no reason or justification ( or 

the implementation of Scheme i. e. 01 . 10 .89 ; 
denying the employment to the petitioner . No reason was 

3. He should have put in 240 days continuous ser 
given by thc Respondent/ Telecom Department for 

vice in any one of the preceding years prior to 
terminating the services of the petitoner and the respondent 

01. 10 . 1989; and 
failed 10 follow the principles of natural justice. No 

4 . There should not be a break for a period ofmore 
enquiry was conducted and the Petitioner was not given 

than one year. 
any opportunity before his services were discontinued . 
Tic Petitioner has put in more than a decide continuous 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
service and the termination of his service is in violation of 

particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
the provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes 

also furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner 
Act, 1947 Further, the Petitioner was not given any noticc 

did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
or compensation in termsof the said provision of Industrial 

could notbe granted TSM status. The service particulars 
Disputes Act, 1947 . Hence , the action of the Respondent 

submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
Department in terminating the services of the Petitioner 

to be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service 
without notice or compensation is ab initio void and the 

certificates with a view to get the benefits like 
Petitioner is deemed to be continuous in service and 

regularisation etc. ſrom the department. So , the depart 
therefore , is entitled to be reinstated with all other servicc 

ment did not consider the claim of the Petitioner. The 
benefits including arrcais oſ back wagcs. The Respondent 

alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled and 
ought to have conferred temporary status as per the 

perennial in nature. As on date , the department is not 
temporary status schemeand further absorbed him against 

engaging Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any pur 
regular Group D post. The Respondent/Telecom 

pose and also not doing such type of work as done by the 
Department s action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary . 

Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, 
Hence , this industrial dispute has been raised against the 

there is no scope for the Petitioner for his re-employment 
Respondent Telecom Department for a declaration that the 

in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. The Petitioner 
order of termination dated 25-6 -95 is illegal and arbitrary 

was engaged on casualbasis as and when required by the 
and conscquently for a direction to the Respondent/ 

department, hence, he is not eligible for reinstatement as 
Management to reinstate the Petitioner in service w .e .f. 25 

per the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
( -1995 and to pay all arteirs of back wages and all other 

Scheme. Hence, it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal 
attendunt benefits . 

may be pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 
3. The II Party /Management Telecom Department 

4. When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
lias filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter 

learncd counsel on either side represented that this case 
Statement denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the 

along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
Claim Statement abouthis appointment as Casual Labour 

workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
on 14 - 12 - 1984 and his contention about continuous work 

Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly 
ing with the Respondent/Department for a period of 1146 

and the evidence given in I.D .No. 156 /2001 on either 
number of days of service and the alleged termination of 

side can be treated as common evidence for all these cases. 
the Petitioner from service on 25 - 06 - 1995 . It is further 

On the side of the Petitioner/Workman Sri K . Umapathy, 
alleged that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual 

Pctitioner in I. D . No. 156 /2001 , and Sri K . Mohan , Peti 
basis for the unskilled work i.e . to carry out digging, 

tioner in I.D .No. 262/2001havebeen examined asWWI 
drawing out wires, laying posts and for other casual works 

and WW2 respectively . As per the memo filed by the 
on daily rated wages basis during 1995 for a period of 

learned counsel for theRespondentManagement, the evi 
130 days only . The department used to engage thc Peti 

dence given by one Divisional Engineer, Mr. P . 
tioner as and when there was work . Since there was no 

Chandrasekar, who has been examined as a common wit 
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nessMWI in I. D . No. 11/ 2001, has been treated as a com 
nion evidence for this case and other similar connected 
cases. On the side of the Petitioner, the Xerox copy of the 
service certificates have been marked as common work . 
men exhibits . On the side of the Management the Xerox 
copy of the services certificate of WW1 filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
originalmuster rolls which are mentioned in those service 
certificates under Ex.W1 to W3 have been marked as 
Ex.MI,M2 to M75 . The Icarned counsel for thc II Party / 
Managementhas advanced his arguments. 

5 . The Point for my consideration is — 
" Whcthcr thc Demand of the workman Sh . J. Ravi 
for reinstatement by of theGeneral Manager, Tele 
communications, Chengalpattu as casual mazdoor 
is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief, he is 
entitled ? 
Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the leanied counsel on either side, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
been conducted Two out of thesc Petitioners have been 
examined as WWI and WW2, WI Series, W2 and W3 
scries , the service certificates ofWWI and WW2 respec 
lively have been marked . On the side of the Management 
the Xerox copy of the scrvices certificate of WW 1 filed 
before the conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox 
copics of the original muster rolls which are mentioned 
in those scrvice certificates under Ex.WI10 W3 have been 
marked as Ex.MI, M2 10 M75. Apart from these docu 
mcnts the other Pctitioners also filed in court individually 
in thcir respective cases as the service certificates issued 
10 them mentioning their servicc particulars, which are 
remained unmarked documents . The common claim made 
by all these Petitioners in their respective industrial dis 
putcagainst the Respondent/Tclccom Department is that 
thc tcrmination of the Petitioners from service by the Re 
spondent/Management is illcgal and they must be rein 
stated in service by thc Rcspondent/Management from 
thic datc of their respective termination from service as 
mentioned in their respective Claim Statements . They have 
raiscd ulicse claims bascd on the service records. They were 
ſiled into court in their respective cases. WW1and WW2 
have spoken about their respective service certificates they 
have ſiled into court in their respective cascs. In the cross 
cxamination ofboth thc Petitioners WW1and WW2, they 
have admitted that thc / have given tlicir service particu 
lars to the Respondent Departmentas per the direction of 
the department for consideration to confer (cmporary sta 
tusmazdoors only . It is their ſurther contention in the evi 
dence that at the inccption when they met the Telecom 
people , who were doing the work of the department near 
their house, requested those permanent employecs the 
RespondentTclccom Department like lina a to give 
tlıcm work and as per their direction they wet to see the 


Assistant Engineer, and requested him to provide work in 
the Respondent/Department. WW1 and WW2who have 
deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners have 
stated in the cross -examination that they have not men 
tioned all these things in their Claim Statements and they 
have not mentioned so in their earlicr Claim Statements 
filed before they Regional Commissioner of Labour, 
Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They further 
say that they do not know the name of the Assistant Engi 
neer, whom they ‘met end asked for work . It is their fur 
ther evidence, that they used to get thc wages by signing 
themyster rolls and the numbers of muster rollsmentioned 
in their respective service certificates are true and correct 
and their respective names are available in those original 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective service certifi 
cates. They further say in the cross -examination that they 
mentioned in their respective Claim Ştatements that they 
were given service certificates by the Assistant Engineer 
for the days they worked in the Respondent Department. 
They have also denied the suggestion in the cross exami 
nation , that the service certificates produced by these Pe 
titioners in their respective cases are all false certificates 
and they were created by them . They have also denied the 
suggestion that they have not worked in the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for the period they havementioned 
by days in their respective Claim Statements . On the side 
of the RespondentManagement, the cvidence given by 
DivisionalEngineer, onc Mr. P . Chandrasekar asMW1 
earlier hasbeen treated as common evidence for this case 
and similar connected other cases as per the memo filed 
by the leamed counsel for the Respondent Management. 
According to the Petitioner, he was engaged by the Re 
spondentManagement Department of Telecommunication 
as casual mazdoor in the year 1984 and worked continu 
ously till 1995 ashe has stated in his Claim Statement. It 
is his further allegation in the Claim Statement that all of a 
sudden he was terminated and the action of the Respon 
dent Management, Telecommunication Department in ter 
minating him from service in not following theprovisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 is ab initio void and 
illegal. Since the said action of the RespondentManage 
ment is illegal, he mustbe reinstated in service by the Re 
spondentManagement from the date of the alleged termi 
nation of service in the year 1995 . But it is the contention 
of the RespondentManagement and also the evidence of 
MW1 that service certificates filed by the Petitioners are 
all false and created by themselves and they havenotmen 
tioncd anything with regard to availability of service cer 
tificates in thcir Claim Statements . The learned counsel 
for the RespondentManagement would further contend 
that in the Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing has 
been mentioned as to who appoint them and where they 
have worked and who in the Respondent Department has 
terminated them from service. There is no appointment 
order as well as the termination order passed by the Re 
spondentManagement for these Petitioners to claim that 
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they were appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Depart available always and it is perennial type of work are all 
ment and they were terminated against the provisions of false. The Petitioners who have been examined as com 
IndustrialDisputes Act, 1947. According to the Managc mon witnesses for workmen as WW1 and WW2have ad 
ment of Telecon Department, these people werç engaged mitted that they were engaged as Casual Labourers by the 
in the year 1995 and some persons were engaged at the regular staff of the department only to assist them for do 
end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respon ing the departmental work as and when it was necessary . 
dent/ Telecom Department for laying the cables, and erect From the evidence available in this case , it is seen that 
ing poles and other connected casualworks. It is the spe Petitioners who have been working as casual mazdoors 
cific stand of the Respondent Management that all these temporarily by assisting the regular and permanent staff 
Petitioners have not workcd for 240 days and in the Counter of Respondent/ Telecom Department have disengaged , 
Statement filed by the Respondent Management in their since the work they were attended were completed and 
respective cases, the days for which the concerned Peti there was no further work for them to do . So from the 
tionerhad worked in the Respondent/Department has been materials available in this case by way of exhibits and 
clearly given . It is their further contention that scrvicc evidence , it is clearly established by the Respondent/Man 
certificates relied upon by these Pctitioners as issued by agement by production of originalmuster rolls which have 
the officials of the Respondent Telecom Department were becn referred to in service certificates of the Petitioners 
not issued by the department and they were created by the that the Petitionershavenever worked as Casual Labourers 
Petitioners themselves and the particulars of the alleged under those muster rolls for the said period and have not 
service in the Telecom Departmentmentioned in the ser been paid wages by the department. From this, it is seen 
vice certificates said to have been issued by the officials as contended by the leamed counsel for the Respondent/ 
of the Respondent Department from 1984 to 1995 are all Management in his argument that the particulars given in 
bogus. By sufficient docuincntary evidence , evidence the service certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
through Ex.M2 to M75 originalmuster rolls in the cross true particulars but they are bogus certificates. If really , 
examination of WWI and WW2 and through the com the particulars given in the service certificates relied upon 
mon evidence of MW1 it has becn established that the by the Pctitioners are true , they would have been granted 
particulars given in the service certificates by the Petition temporary status mazdoors for Casual Labourers by the 
crs are bogus. WW1and WW2 have clearly admitted in RespondentDepartment. From the evidence available in 
their cross- examination when their attention have been these cases , it is abundantly proved by the 
drawn to the entries in the original muster rolls mentioned Respondent /Department that these Petitioncrs have not 
in their service certificates that their names have notbeen worked continuously from 1985 10 1995 . Further, it is seen 
available in the original muster rolls, maintained by the from the evidence available that the Pctitioners were en 
Telecon Department. The xerox copy of those muster gaged by the department as Casual Labourers only for the 
rolls have been exhibited on the side of the Respondent/ short period and they were given wages on daily rated 
Management as Management Exhibits M2 to M75 . In basis . It is the evidence ofMW I that the work the Peti 
the cross -examination of the common witness for the Man tioners were doing as Casual Labourers was only seasonal 
agement MWI, no suggestion is put to him about the work and it was not a continuous one and it is not avail 
work of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom able all through the year. It cannotbe denied that the work 
Department. No suggestion was put in the cross-examina thesc Petitioners attended as Casual Labourers in the Re 
tion of MW1that the particulars furnished in the service spondentManagement departmentwere only development 
certificatcs produced by the Petitioners are not bogusbut work like opening new telephone exchanges and strength 
they are genuine. On the side of the Pctitioners, no one ening the existing exchanges and they were done as project 
has been examined as a witness to prove the service cer works and on completion of that work , these Petitioners 
tificates they are relying upon The officials in the Telecom have no work in the department to continue in service . It 
Department, who said to havc issued those certificates is the definite evidence ofMW1 that on checking the ser 
have notbcen examined by the Petitioners to prove their vicc particulars given by the Petitioners , the department 
respective service certificates. From these common evi has found that the particulars they furnished are not true 
dence available , it is seen that these Petitioners have and they were found to be bogus. All these things cannot 
worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of the be denied . It hasbeen demonstrated before this Tribunal 
Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying out the de by the Respondent Management by relevant documents 
partmental work as Casual Labourers. From the available that the names of the Petitioners were not available in the 
evidence, it is seen that these Petitioners were engaged as original muster rolls that has been mentioned in their 
Casual Labourers by the regular departmental workmen service certificates. From this, it is established that the par 
for the seasonal work of the department they were attend ticulars given in their service cenificates are false. No date 
ing and they were disengaged on complction of the par of issue of those service certificates is available in the ser 
ticular work . From this it is secn that the contention of the vice certificates. The Petitioners who have been examined 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement that the work will be as cominon witnesses for these Petitioners as WW1 and 
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WW2 also have not stated in their evidence, the dates on 
which they were issued those service certificates by the 
concemcd officials in the department. If they were really 
issued by the officials of the Respondent/Telecom Depart 
inent as a record for their service in the departinent, the 
Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all these 
things in their respective Claim Statements . The non -men 
tion of the samein their Claim Statements and theproduc 
tion of these certificates without any base during trial of 
the cases before this Tribunal go to show that these Peti 
tioners for the purpose of these cases have created them as 
it is contended by the Respondent Management. From the 
available materials, it is seen that the RespondentMan 
agement in regular course did not employ Petitioners and 
they were not given independent work , so the question of 
retrenchment from service does not at all arise. So under 
such circumstances, the question of Respondents not fol 
lowing the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and 
the issuance of prior notice and compensation under sec 
tion 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all 
arise . As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court , 
the Petitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable , 
legal evidence that he has worked in the Respondent 
Telecon Department as a Casual Labour for a continuous 
period of 240 days preceding the date on which they have 
been disengaged from work , In the absence of such cvi. 
dence on the side of the Petitioner, it can be concluded 
that they have no rightto claim even conferiment of tem 
porary status of casual inazdoors and also to claim rein 
statement in service in the Respondent Telecom Depart 
ment. So , under such circumstances, from the available 
materials it is see.. that the action of theManagement of 
Telecom Department in not engaging these Petitioners as 
casual mazdoors , subsequent to completion of work for 
which they have engaged is legal and justified . Hence, 
this Petitioner is not cntitled to the relief lie prayed for in 
his Clain Statement. Thus, the point is answered accord 
ingly . 

6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the 
Clain Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002 .) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer . 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WW1 - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I. D . 156 /2001) 
W . W .2 - Sh .K Mohan (Petitioner in 1.D . 262/2001) 
For the II Purty/Management: - 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P . Chandrasekar (D . E . (Legal & Commer 

cial)] Examined in I.D .No. 11/2001 and has taken 
as Common çvidence in this case . 


Common Documenty Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
Wi Series (7) - Original service certificates issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series ( 7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party/Management: 
MI- Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners, 

Xerox copy of M . R . No.05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.05851 
M4 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.07188 
M5 . 

Xerox copy of M . R . No .07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 18 /04693 
M8 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 3 /06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 9 /06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
Mil - Xcrox copy of M . R .No.6 /06115 
M12 - Xerox copyof MR.No. 5 / 06115 
M13 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1/08511 
M 15 - Xerox copy of M .R . No, 19 /07289 
M 16 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4427 
M 17 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /4431 
M18 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 13 /15948 
M19 - Xerox copy of MR . No. 15 /06117 . 
M20 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 21 /06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13 /08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.23/08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11 /08514 
M25 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15 /20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 12 /20862 
M28 . Xerox copy of MR . No. 11/ 20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.03 /20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 02 / 20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 / 20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
M33 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.23 /20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 20 /04631 
M35 - Xero.x copy of MR. No. 24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M .R No . 12 /4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4/ 5 
M39 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /5 
M40 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 10 /5 
M41 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1775 
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M43 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.22 /5 

Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure 
M44 - Xerox copy of M .R , No.4 /59 

in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
M45 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.04978 

to the management of Telecome Deptt . and their 
M46 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 8 /06216 

workman , which was received by the Central Government 
M47 . Xerox copy of M . R , No. 07188 

on 21 -05-2002. 
M48 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4427 

No. L - 14012 / 125 /99 - IR (DU )] 
M49 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 /06117 

KULDP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 
M50 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 9 / 06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 18 / 06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.6 /06115 

ANNEXURE 
M53 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT, INDUSTRIAL 
M54 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 1/08511 

TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.2 /08511 

Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
M56 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 22/08511 

Present : K . KARTHIKEYAN , 
M57 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 23 /08512 

Presiding Officer 
M59 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 / 20861 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 232/2001 
M61 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 / 20861 

( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D . No. 244 / 99 ) 
M62 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 12 /20862 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clausc 
M63 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 11/ 20863 

(d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub -Section (2A ) of Section 10 
M64 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /20863 

of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947),between 

the Workman Sri S . Jagadeesan and the management of 
M65 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 11 /20864 

The Gencral Manager, Telecommunications , 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.09 / 20866 

Kancheepuram Dist. Chennai, ] 
M67 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03 /20867 

BETWEEN 
M68 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /20867 

Shri J. Jagadeesan i I Party /Workman 
M69 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.02/ 20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 

AND 
M71 - Xerox copy of MR. No.06 / 21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /27 

The General Manager , : Il Party Management 
M73 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /29 

Telecommunications , 
M74 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /29 

Kancheepuram Dist., Chennai 
M75 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .20 /29 

APPEARANCE : 
to famoſt, 21 %, 2002 
T. 37 . 1973 . - utfits for sufr44 , 1947 For the Workman 

: M / s, M .Gnanesckar, 
( 1947 147 14 ) Tort 17 HUT # , # 379 HAT , 

C . Premavathi & 

G . Manjula , 
दूर संचार विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके 

Advocates 
कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय 

For theManagement 

Sri R . Kanniappan , 
सरकार औधोगिक अधिकरण , चेन्नई के पंचाट ( संदर्भ संख्या 

Addl. CGSC 
232 /2001 ) 7 * , wt19 TR 6.7 

The Govt of India . Ministry of Labour in cxcrciso 
21 - 05- 2002 * 13 THT TI 

of powers conferred by clau . ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and 
[ F . ( M - 14012/125/99 - 4.SK . ( 11.4 .) ) 

bu yasection ( 2A ) of Section 107 of Industrial Disptics 

Act , 1947 ( 14 of 1947), have reforred the concerned 
कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डेस्क अधिकारी Industrial Dispute for adjudication vido Order No . 

L - 40012 / 125 /99 / R /(DU ) dated 1.3 -09- 1999. 
w Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 

This reference has been made carlier to the Tamil 
S . O . 1973 –– In pursuance of Section 17 of the Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai where it was taken 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947( 14 of 1947 ), the Central on file as ID No. 22- / 99 . When the matter was pending 
Governmenthereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 232 / enquiry in that I ribunal, the Govt . of India . Ministry of 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Labour was pleased order transicr of this case from 
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that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt 
of records from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on 
file as 1.D . No. 232 /2001 and notices were sent to the 
counsel on either side , informing them about the transfer 
about this case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear 
before this Tribunal on 08 -02 -2001 . On receipt of notice 
from this Tribunal, the counsel on earlier side present 
along with their respective parties and prosecuted the case 
further. 

When the matter came up before me for final hearing 
on 01-04 - 2002, upon persuing the Claim statement, 
Counter Statement, additional counter statement, the other 
material papers on record , the oral and documentary 
evidence let in on either side as common evidence for this 
case and the connected similar cases and after hearing the 
arguments advanced by the learned counsel for the II 
party /managemçnt alone, this matter having stood over till 
this date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following : - 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows : 

- Whether the demand of the workman Sh . S . 
Jagadeesan for reinstatement by the General 
Manager,Telcommunications, Chengalpattu as casual 
mazdoor is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief, 
he is entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party Workman are briefly as follow : 

The I Party /Workman Sh . S . Jagadeesan (hereinafter 
refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour in 
the Il Party/management Telcom department (hereinafter 
refers 10 as Respondent) on 10 - 12 -1984 for digging, drawing 
wires, laying posts and for allied jobs as directed by his 
superiors .He was paid nominalweges of Rs. 6 . 50 as daily 
rated wages. Though the Petitioner has been continuously 
working with the Respondent, and has put in 1022 
number of days of service , he had not been regularlisod . 
The Department of telecommunication in order to absorb 
the casualmazdoors working in the department for a long 
period formulated a scheme known as casual mazdoors 
(Grantoftemporary status and regularisation ) Scheme. The 
Recinti Telecom department failed to confer temporary 
stay i ic Petitioner under the said Scheme, which is 
illegal and arbitrary . The I Party Workman has been denied 
employment w .cf 15 -05 -1995 and ,when his scrvices were 
terminated he was getting Rs 60 /- as daily wages. When he 
approached the con cd authority for conferment of 
temporary status . he is informed that he will be taken 
back to duty. Tlic Petitioner was waiting for orders from the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding his 
re -engageincnt However, he hasnot received any orders 
nor he was taken back to duty so far . His service was 


utilised for the regular work that is perennial in nature. 
Therefore, when the work and the necessity to engage the 
Petitioner continuous there is no reason or justification for 
denying the employment to the petitoner . No reason was 
given by the Respondent/Telecom Department for 
terminating the services of the petitoner and the respondent 
failed to follow the principles of natural justice.No enquiry 
was conducted and the Petitioner was not given any 
opportunity before his services were discontinued. The 
Petitioner has put in more than a decade continuous service 
and the termination of his service is in violation of the 
provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. Further, the Petitioner was not given any notice or 
compensation in terms of the said provision of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. Hence , the action of the Respondent 
Department in terminating the services of the Petitioner 
without notice or compensation is ab initio void and the 
Petitioner is deemed to be in continuous in service and 
therefore , is entitled to be reinstated with all other service 
benefits including arrears of back wages. The Respondent 
ought to have conferred temporary status as per the 
temporary status scheme and further absorbed him against 
regular Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom 
Department s action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary . 
Hence , this industrial dispute has been raised against the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for a declaration that the 
order of termination dated 15 -6 - 95 is illegal and arbitrary 
and consequently for a direction to the Respondent/ 
Management to reinstate the Petitioner in service w . e.f. 
15 -6 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendantbenefits. 

3 . The II Party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter 
Statement denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the 
Claim Statement abouthis appointment as CasualLabour 
on 10 - 12 - 1984 and his contention about continuous work 
ing with the Respondent/Department for a period of 1022 
number of days of service and the alleged termination of 
the Petitioner from service on 15 -06 - 1995 . It is further 
alleged that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual 
basis for the unskilled work i.e. to carry out digging, draw 
ing outwires, laying posts and for other casual works on 
daily rated wages basis the department used to engage 
the Petitioner as and when there was work . In 1989 , a 
Scheme called Grant of Temporary Status to Casual 
Labourers was introduced for the Casual Labourers who 
actually worked . The cssential conditions of the scheme 
are : 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 31. 3. 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.e . 01. 10 .89 ; 
3 . He should have put in 240 days continuous ser 

vice in any one of the preceding years prior to 
01. 10 . 1989; and 
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4 . There should notbe a break for a period of more 

casual mazdoor is legal and justified ? If not, to what 
than one year 

relief, he is entitled " 
The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 

Point - 
particulars to granttemporary status and thepetitioner also 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
fumished the service particulars. Since thepetitioner did 

the request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint 
not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he could 

trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
not be granted TSM status . The service particulars sub 

been conducted Two out of these Petitioners have been 
mitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found to be 

examined as WW1 and WW2. Wl scries, W2 and W3 
bogus. The petitioner had produced false service certifi 

series, the service certificates of WW1 and WW2 respec 
cates with a view to get the benefits like regularisation 

tively have been marked . On the side of the Management 
etc . from the department. So , the department did not con 

the Zerox copy of the services certificate of WW 1 filed 
sider the claim of the Petitioner . The alleged work done 

before the conciliating authority earlier and the Zerox 
by the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature . As 

copies of the original muster rolls which are mentioned 
on date, the department is not engaging Casual Labour 

in those Service certificates under Ex . Wl to W3 have 
like the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 

been marked as Ex. MI, M2 to M75 . Apart from these 
type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since there is no 

documents the other Petitioners also filed in Court indi 
work and there is no post, there is no scope for the Peti 

vidually in their respective cases as the service certifi 
tioner for his re - employment in the Respondent/ Telecom 

cates issued to them mentioning their service particulars , 
Department. The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis 

which are remained unmarked documents. The common 
as and when required by the department, hence , he is not 

claim made by all these Petitioners in their respective 
eligible for reinstatement as per the law and as well as 

industrial dispute against the Respondent/ Telecom De 
Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme. Hence, it is prayed 

partment is that the termination of the Petitioners from 
that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the 

service by the Respondent Management is illegal and they 
claim petition . 

must be reinstated in service by the Respondent/Man 
4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the agement from the date of their respective termination from 
learned counsel on cither side represented that this case service asmentioned in their respective Claim Statements . 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the They have raised these claims based on the service 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this records. They were filed into Court in their respective 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly cases. WW1 and WW2have spoken about their respec 
and the evidence given in I. D .No. 156 /2001 on either tive service certificates they have filed into Court in their 
side can be treated as common evidence for all these cases . respective cases. In the cross examination of both the 
On the side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy , Petitioners WW1and WW2, they have admitted that they 
Pctitioner in LD .No . 156 / 2001, and Sri K .Mohan , Peti have given their service particulars to the Respondent 
tioner in ID No. 262/2001have been examined asWWI Department as per the direction of the department for 
and WW2 respectively . As per thic memo ſiled by the consideration to confer temporary status mazdoors only . 
learned counsel for the RespondentManagcment, the evi It is their further contention in the evidence that at the 
dence given by onc Divisional Engineer , Mr. P . inception when they met the Telecom people, who were 
Chandrasckar, who hasbeen cxamined as a common wit doing the work of the department near their house , re 
ness MWI in I. D .No. 11/ 2001, has been treated as a com quested those permanent employces of the Respondent/ 
mon evidence for this case and other similar connected Telecom Department like lincman to give them work and 
cases. On the side of the Pctitioner, the xcrox copy of the as per their direction they went to see the Assistant Engi 
service certificates have been marked as common Work neer, and requested him to provide work in the Respon 
mcn cxhibits. On the side of the Management the Xerox dent/ Department. WW1 and WW2 who have deposed 
copy of the serviccs certificate of WWI filed before the as common witnesses for these Petitioners have stated in 
conciliating authority carlier and the Xerox copies of the cross cxamination that they have not mentioned all 
the original muster rolls which are mentioned in these things in their Claim Statements and they have not 
Those Service certificates under Ex. Wl to W3 have mentioned so in their earlier Claim Statements filed be 
been marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75 . The learned fore the Regional Commissioner of Labour, Chennai, in 
counsel for the II Party Management has advanced his tie conciliation proceedings. They further say that they 
arguments. 

do not know the name of the Assistant Engineer, whom 
5 . The Point for my consideration is 

they met and asked for work . It is their further evidence , 

that they used to get the wages by signing the muster 
" Whether the demand of the workman Sh , S . 

rolls and the numbers of muster rolls mentioned in their 
Jagadcesan for reinstatement by the general 

respective service certificates are true and correct and 
Manager , Telecommunications, Chengalpattu as 

their respective names are available in those originalmus 
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ter rolls mentioned in their respective service certificates. 
They further say in the cross examination that they men 
tioned in their respective Claim Statements that they were 
given service certificates by the Assistant Engineer for 
the days they worked in the Respondent/Department. 
They have also denied the suggestion in the cross exami 
nation , that theservice certificates produced by these Pe 
titioners in their respective cases are all false certificates 
and they were created by them . They have also denied 
the suggestion that they have not worked in the Respon 
dent Telecom Department for the period they have men 
tioned by days in thcir respective Claim Statements. On 
the side of the RespondentManagement, the evidence 
given by Divisional Engineer, one Mr. P . Chandrasekar 
as MW1 earlier has been treated as common evidence 
for this case and similar connected other cases as per the 
memo filed by the leamed counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management. According to the Petitioner, he was engaged 
by theRespondentManagement Departmentof Telecom 
munication as casual mazdoor in the year 1984 and 
worked continuously till 1995. As he has stated in his 
Claim Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim 
Statement that all of a sudden he was terminated and the 
action of the RespondentManagement, Telecommuni 
cation Department in terminating him from service in 
not following the provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. Since the said 
action of theRespondent/Management is illegal,hemust 
be reinstated in service by the Respondent/Management 
from the date of the alleged termination of service in the 
year 1995 . But it is the contention of the Respondent 
Management and also the evidence ofMW1 that service 
certificates filed by the Petitioners are all false and cre 
ated by themselves and they have not mentioned any 
thing with regard to availability of service certificates in 
their Claim Statements. The learned counsel for the Re 
spondent Management would further contend that in the 
Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been men 
tioned as to who appoint them and where they have 
worked and who in the Respondent Department has ter 
minated them from service . There is no appointment or 
der as well as the termination order passed by the Re 
spondentManagement for these Petitioners to claim that 
they were appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Depart. 
ment and he was terminated against the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. According to theManage 
ment of Telecom Department, these people were engaged 
in the year 1995 and some persons were engaged at the 
end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respon 
dent Telecom Department for laying the cables , and erect 
ing poles and other connected casual works. It is the spe 
cific stand of the Respondent/Management that all these 
Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the 
Counter Statement filed by theRespondent/Management 
in their respective cases, the days for which the concemed 
Petitioner had worked in the Respondent Departmenthas 


been clearly given . It is their further contention that ser 
vice certificates relied upon by these Petitioners as is 
sued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment were not issued by the department and they were 
created by the Petitioners themselves and the particulars 
of the alleged service in the Telecom Departmentmen 
tioned in the service certificates said to have been issued 
by the officials of the Respondent/Department from 1984 
to 1995 are all bogus. By sufficient documcntary cvi 
dence , evidence through Ex. M2 to M73 original muster 
rolls in the cross examination of WWI and WW2 and 
through the common evidence of MW1 it has been es 
tablished that the particulars given in the service certifi 
cates by the Petitioners are bogus, WW1 and WW2 have 
clearly admitted in their cross examination when their 
attention have been drawn to the entries in the original 
muster rolls mentioned in their service certificates that 
their names have not been available in the original mus 
ter rolls, maintained by the Telecom Department. The 
Zerox copy of those muster rolls have been exhibited on 
the side of the Respondent Management asManagement 
Exhibits M2to M75 . In the cross examination of the com 
mon witness for the Management MW1, no suggestion is 
put to him about the work of the Petitioner for 240 days 
in the Telecom Department. No suggestion was put in 
the cross examination ofMW1 that the particulars fur 
nished in the service certificates produced by the Peti 
tioners are not bogusbut they are genuine. On the side of 
the Petitioners , no one hasbeen examined as a witness to 
prove the service certificates they are relying upon . The 
officials in the Telecom Department, who said to have 
issued those certificates have not been examined by the 
Petitioners to prove their respective service certificates. 
From these common cvidence available , it is scen that 
these Petitioners have worked for few days by assisting 
the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
in carrying out the departmental work as Casual 
Labourers . From the available cvidence , it is seen that these 
Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regu 
lar departmental workmen for the scasonal work of the 
department they were attending and they were discngaged 
on completion of the particular work . From this it is seen 
that the contention of the Petitioner in the Claim State 
ment that the work will be available always and it is 
perennial type of work are all false. The Petitioners who 
havebeen examined as common witnesses for workmen 
asWW1and WW2have adınitted that they were engaged 
as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the department 
only to assist them for doing the departmental work as 
and when it was necessary . From the evidence available 
in this case, it is seen that Petitioners who have been work 
ing as casualmazdoors temporarily by assisting the regu 
lar and permanent staff of Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
inenthave disengaged , since the work they were attended 
were completed and there was no further work for them to 
do . So from the materials available in this case by way of 
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exhibits and evidence, it is clearly established by the available materials, it is seen that the RespondentMan 
RespondentManagement by production of original mus agement in regular course did not employ Petitioners and 
ter rolls which havebeen referred to in service certificates they were not given independent work , so the question of 
of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have never worked retrenchment from service does not at all arise. So under 
as Casual Labourers under those muster rolls for the said such circumstances, the question of Respondents not 
period and have not been paid wages by the department. following the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
From this, it is seen as contended by the learned counsel and the issuance of prior notice and compensation under 
for the RespondentManagement in his argument that the section 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all 
particulars given in the service certificates produced by arise. As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court, 
the Petitioners are not true particulars but they arç bogus the Petitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable , 
certificates. If really, the particulars given in the service legal evidence that he has worked in the Respondent 
certificates relied upon by the Petitioners are true. The Telecom Department as a Casual Labour for a 
Respondent/Department would have granted them continuous period of 240 days preceding the date on which 
temporary status mazdoors for Casual Labourers . From they have been disengaged from work . In the absence of 
the evidence available in these cases, it is abundantly such evidence on the side of the Petitioner, it can be con 
proved by the Respondent Department that these Petition cluded that they have no right to claim even conferment 
ers have not worked continuously from 1985 to 1995 . of temporary status of casual mazdoors and also to claim 
Further , it is seen from the evidence available that the reinstatement in service in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Petitioners were engaged by the department as Casual Department. So , under such circumstances, from the avail 
Labourers only for the short period and they were given able materials it is seen that the action of the Management 
wages on daily rated basis . It is the evidence of MW1 that of Telecom Department in not engaging these Petitioners 
the work the petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers as casualmazdoors, subsequent to completion of work for 
was only seasonal work and it was not a continuous one which they have engaged is legal and justified . Hence , 
and it is not available all through the year . It cannot be this Petitioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed 
denied that the work thesc Pctitioners attended as Casual for in his Claim Statement. Thus, the point is answered 
Labourers in the Respondent/Management department accordingly . 
were only development work like opening new telephone 

6. In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
exchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges and 

Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the 
they were done as project works and on completion of 

Claim Stalcment. No Cost. 
that work , these Petitioners have no work in the depart 
ment to continuç in service. It is the definite evidence of 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
MW1 that on checking the service particulars given by 

by him , corrected and pronounced bymein the open court 
the Petitioners, the departmenthas found that the particu 

on this day the 30th April, 2002.) 
lars they fumished are not true and they were found to be 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
bogus. All these things cannot be denied . It has been 

Common Witnesses Examined : 
demonstrated before this Tribunal by the Respondent/Man 
agement by relevant documents that the names of the 

For the I Party /Workmen : 
Petitioners were not availablc in the original muster rolls W . W .1 — Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I. D . 156 /2001) 
that has been mentioned in their service certificates. From 

W . W .2 - Sh . K -Mohan ( Petitioner in I.D . 262/2001) 
this, it is established that the particulars given in their ser 

For the II Party Management : 
vicc certificates are false . No date of issue of those service 
certificates is available in the service certificates. The M . W . 1 - - Sh . P . Chandrasekar [DE (Legal & Commer 
Petitioners who have been examined as common witnesses 

cial)] Examined in I.D . No. 11/2001 and has 
for these Petitioners as WWI and WW2 also have not 

taken as Common evidence in this case . 
stated in their evidence , the dates on which they were is Common Documents Marked : 
sucd those service certificates by the concerned officials 

For the I Party /Workmen : 
in the department. If they were really issued by the offi 
cials of the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a record 

W1 Series (7 ) - Original service certificates issued in 
for their service in the department, the Pctitioner would 

favour of Petitioners. 
not have been failed to mention all these things in their W2 - Original Service Note Book , 
respective Claim Statements. The non -mention of the same 

W3 Series (7) — Zerox copy of the service certificates 
in their Claim Statements and the production of these 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
certificates without any base during trial of the cases 
before this Tribunal go to show that those Petitioners for 

For the II Party Management : 
the purpose of these cases have created them as it is M1-- Zerox copy of the service certificate issued in favour 
contended by the RespondentManagement. From the 

of Petitioners. 
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ANNEXURE 

taken on filc as I.D . No. 239/ 2001 and icotices were sent 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL to the counsel on either side, informing them about the 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction to 
Tuesday , the 30th April, 2002 

appear before this Tribunal on 08 -02 -2001. On receiptof 

notice from this Tribunal, thợ counsels on eariler siac 
Present : K . KARTHIKEYAN , 

prescnt along with their respective parties and proscculed 
Presiding Officer 

the case further, 

When thematter camp up before me for final hearing 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO .239/2001 

on 01-04 -2002 , upon perusing the Claim statement, Counter 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D . No. 251/99) 

Statement additional counter statement, the other material 

papers on record , the oral and documentary evidence let in 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
( d ) of Sub -section ( 1) and Sub -Section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 

on either side as common evidence for this case and the 
of the IndustrialDisputes Act , 1947 ( 14 of 1947), betwecn 

connected similar cases and after hearing the argument 
the Workman Sri J. Ravi and the management of The advanced by the learned counsel for the Il party /management 
GeneralManager, Telecommunications, Kancheepuram alone, this matter having stood over till date for consideration , 
Distt . Chennai 

this Tribunal has passed the following : - 
BETWEEN 

AWARD 
Shri G . Palani : 1 Party /Workman 

The IndustrialDispute referred to in the above order 

of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
AND 

Tribunal is as follows : 

“ Whether the action of the Management, Telecom ., 
1. The Chief General Manager , : II Party / Management 

in terminating the services of Sh . G . Palani as casual 
Telecom . Tamil Nadu Circle, 
Chennai. 

Mazdoor, is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief, 

he is entitled ?" 
2 . The General manager , 

2. The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
Telecommunications, Kanchcepuram Disli 

the Party Workman arc briefly as follow : 
Chennai. 

The I Party /Workman Sh . G . Palani (hereinafter 
3 . The Divisional Engineer, Admn . 

refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual labour in the 
Clo The General inanager, Telcommunications, 

II Party / inanagement Telcom department (hercinaftcr re 
Kancheepuram Dist., Chennai. 

fers to as Respondent ) on 1 -03- 1984 for digging, drawing 
4. The Sub Divisional Engineer, 

wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as directed by 
Telecommunications, Kancheepuram Distt., 

his superiors . He was paid nominal wages of Rs 7. 25 as 

daily rated wages. Though the Petitioner has been con 
APPEARANCE : 

tinuously working with the Respondent, and has put in 1093 
For the Workman : M /s. M .Gnanasekar, 

number of days of service, he had not been regularised. 
C . Premavathi & 

The Department of telecommunication in order to absorb 
G . Manjula , 

the casual mazdoors working in the department for a long 
Advocates 

period formulated a schemeknown as casual madoors (Grant 
For the Management : Sri R . Kanniappan 

oſ temporary status and regularization ) Scheme. The 
Addl. CGSC 

Respondent Telecom department failed to confor tempo 

rary status on thepetitioner under the said scheme, which is 
The Govt of India , Ministry of Labour in exercise of 

illegal and arbitrary . The I Party /Workinan has been denied 
powers conferred by clausc ( d ) of Sub - section ( 1 ) and 

cmployment w .e. f25 -06 - 1995 and ,when his services were 
Sub -section 2 (A ) of Section 10 of IndustrialDispute Act, 
1947 ( 14 of 1947), have referred the concerned Industrial 

terminated he was getting Rs. 60 / - as daily wages . When he 

approached the concerned authority for conferment of tem 
Dispute for adjudication vidc Order No. L - 40012 / 126 / 99/ 

porary status, hewas informed tuthe will be taken back 10 
IR /(DU ) dated 13 -09 - 1999 . 

duty . The Petitioner was waiting for orders from the 
This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 

Respondent/Telecom Department regarding his re-engage 
Nadu Statc Industrial Tribunal, Chennai where it was 

ment. However, he has not received any orders nor he was 
taken on file as I.D . No. 251/ 99 . When the matter was 

taken back to duty so far. His services was utilsed for the 
pending enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India, 

regular work that its perennial in nature . Therefore , when 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this the work and the necessity to engage thc Petitioner con 
case from that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . 

tinuous there is no reason or justification for denying the 
On receipt of records from that Tribunal, the case has been 

employment to the petitioner . No reason was given by the 
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Respondent/ Telecom Department for terminating the ser 
vices of the petitoncr and the respondent failed to follow the 
principics of natural justice . No enquiry was conducted 
and the Petitioner wasnot given any opportunity before his 
services were discontinued . The Petitioner hasput in more 
than a decade continuous service and the termination of 
his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 25F 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Further, th¢ Petitioner 
was not given any notice or compensation in termsof the 
said provision of Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 Hence , 
the action of the Respondent/Department in terminating 
the services of thc Petitioner without notice or compensa 
tion is ab initio void and the Petitioner is deemed to be in 
continuous in service and therefore , is entitled to be rein 
stated with all other service benefits including arrears of 
back wages. The Respondent ought to have conferred tcm 
porary status as per the temporary status schemeand fur 
ther absorbed him against regular Group D post . The Re 
spondent/ Tclecom Department s action in not doing so is 
illegal and arbitrary . Hence, Uis industrial dispute has been 
raised against the Rcspondeni/ Telecom Department for a 
declaration that the order of icnnination dated 25 ,0 . 95 is 
illegal and arbitrary and consequently for a direction to 
the Respondent/Managementto rcinstate the Pctitioner in 
scrvicc w . e. ſ. 25 -6 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back 
wages and all other alicudantbenefits 

3 The II Party /Management Telecom Dcpartinent 
has filed a Counter Stalcment and additional Counter 
Statement denying the allegations of the Petitioner in thic 
Claim Statement abouthis appointnicntas Casual Labour 
on 1 - 3 - 1985 and his contention about continuous work 
ing with the Respondent/Department for a period of 1093 
munberor days of service and the alleged tcrmination of 
the Petitioner frou service on 25 -06 - 1995 It is further 
alleged that the Pctitioner was engaged purely on casual 
basis for ilc unskilled work ic 10 carry out digging , draw 
ing out wires, laying posts and for other casual works on 
daily rated wages basis during 1995 for a period of 135 
days . Thedepartment used to engage the Petitioner as and 
when there was work In 1989 , a Schemecalled "Grant of 
Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was introduced 
for the Casual Labourers who actually worked . The cs 
sential conditions of the schemc arc : - 

| The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 11. 3. 1985 : 
2 He should be currently employed on the date of 

the impiçmcntation of Scheme i.c ,01. 10 .89; 
3. Hc should have put in 240 days continuous ser 

vicc in any one of the preceding years prior to 

OI 10 .1989; and 
4. There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year 

The petitioner was directed to ſurnish the service 
paniculars to grant tcmporary status and the petitioner 


also furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditionshe could 
not be granted TSM status. The service particulars submit 
tcd by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found to be bo 
gus . The petitioner had produced false service certificates 
with a vicw to get the benefits like regularisa 
tion ctc . from the department. So , the department did not 
consider the claim of the Petitioner . The alleged work done 
by the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature . As 
on date , thedepartment is not engaging Casual Labour like 
the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such type 
of work as done by the Petitioner . Since there is no work 
and there is no post , there is no scope for the Petitioner for 
his rc- employment in the Respondenu/ Telecom Department. 
The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis as and when 
required by the department, hence, he is not cligible for 
reinstatement as per the law and as well as Temporary Sta 
tus M : door Scheme. Hence , it is prayed that the Hon ble 
Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
learned counsel on cither side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial dispulcs raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly 
and the evidence given in I.D No. 156 /2001 on cither 
side can be trcated as common cvidence for all these cases, 
On the side of the Petitioner/Workman Sri K Umapathy , 
Petitioner in I. D . No. 156 /2001, and Sri K , Molian , Peti 
tioner in I.D . No 262/ 2001 have been examined as WWI 
and WW2 respectively As per the memo Giled by the 
learicd counsc ) for the Respondent/Management, the 
evidence given by one Divisional Engineer, Mr. P . 
Chandrasekar , who has been examined as a common 
witness MWI in I.D .No . 11/ 2001, has been treated as a 
common evidence for this case and otlier similar connccted 
cases. On the side of the Petitioner , thc xcrox copy of the 
service certificates have been marked as common Work 
men exhibits On the side of the Management the Xerox 
copy of the services certificate of WWI filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
originalmuster rolls which are mentioned in those Ser 
vice certificates under Ex. Wito W3have been marked 
is Ex. MI, M2 to M75 . The learned counsel for the II 
Party / 

Management has advanced his arguments . 
5 . Thic Point for my consideration is 
- Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecom ., in terminating the services of Sh G 
Palani as, casual mazdoor is legal and justified ? If 
not, to what relief, he is cntitled ?** 
Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint 
trial of thesc ( 0) cases which are similar in nature has 
heen conducted Two out of these Petitioners have been 


[ 4TT II - U 3 (ii) ] 4137 1751451 : JE 15 , 2002 /08 25 , 1924 

5721 
examined as WW1 and WW2. W1 series, W2 and W3 certificates and they were created by them . They have 
series, the service certificates of WWI and WW2 respec also denied the suggestion that they have not worked in 
tively have been marked . On the side of theManagement the Respondent Telecom Department for the period they 
the Xerox copy of the services certificate of WW I filed have mentioned by days in their respective Claim State 
before the conciliating authority earlier and thc Xerox ments On the side of the Respondent Management, tho 
copies of the original niuster rolls which are niçntioned cvidence given by Divisional Engineer, one Mr. P . 
in those Service certificates under Ex.W1 to W3 have Chandrasekar as MW1 earlier has been treated as com 
been marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75 . Apart from these mon evidence for this case and similar connecıcd other 
documents the other Petitioners also filed in Court indi cases as per the memo filed by the Icared counse) for 
vidually in their respective cases as the service certifi the Respondent/Management. According to the Petitioner, 
cates issued to them mentioning their service particulars, he was engaged by the RespondentManagement Depart 
which are remained unmarked documents. The common ment of Telecommunication as casual mazdoor in the 
claim made by all these Petitioners in their respectivo year 1985 and worked continuously till 1995 . as he has 
industrial dispute against the Respondent/ Telecon De stated in his Claim Statement. It is his further allegation 
partment is that the termination of the Petitioners from in thc Claim Statement that all of a sudden he was termi 
service by the RespondentManagement is illegal and they nated and the action of the Respondent/Management, 
must be reinstated in service by the Respondent/Man Telecommunication Department in terminating him from 
agement from the date of their respective termination from service in not following the provisions of the Industrial 
service asmentioned in their respective Claim Statements. Dispulcs Act, 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. Since the 
They have raised thcsc claims based on the service said action of the Respondent/Management is illegal, hc 
records. They were filed into Court in their respective must be reinstated in service by the Respondent/Man 
cases. WW1 and WW2have spoken about thcir respec agement from the date of the alleged termination of ser 
tive service certificates they have filed into Court in their vice in the year 1995 . But it is the contention of the Re 
respective cases. In the cross examination of both the spondentManagement antiso the evidence of MW1 
Pctitioners WW1 and WW2, they have admitted that they that service ccrilicius lcd by the Petitioners arc all 
have given their service particulars to the Respondent/ false and created ls themselves and they have not men 
Departincnt as per the direction of thc department for tioned anyulurly,noh regard 10 availability of service cer 
consideration 10 confer temporry status mazdoors only . tificates in their Claim Statements. The leamed counsel 
It is their further contention in the cvidence that at the for the RespondentManagement would further contend 
inception when they met the Telecom people , who were that in the Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing 
doing the work of the department near their house, re has been mentioncd as to who appoint them and where 
quested thosc permanent employees of the Respondent/ they have worked and who in the Respondent Depart 
Telecom Department like linçnian to give them work and ment has terminated them from service. There is no ap 
asper their direction they went to scc the Assistant Engi pointinent order as well as the termination order passed 
neer, and requested him to provide work in the Respon by the RespondentManagement for this Pctitioner to 
dent/ Department. WW1 and WW2 who have dcposed claim that he was appointed by the Respondent/Telecom 
as common witnesses for these Petitioners have stated in Department and hewas terminated against the provisions 
the cross examination that they have not mentioned all of IndustrialDispulcs Act, 1947 . According to the Man 
these things in their Claim Statements and they have not agement of Telecom Department, thesc pcople were 
mentioned so in their earlier Clain Statements filed be engaged in the yeur 1995 and some personswere engaged 
forc the Regional Comunissioner of Labour, Chennai, in at the end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the 
tic conciliation proceedings. Thcy further say that they Respondeni/ Telecom Department for laying the cables, 
do not know the name of the Assistant Engineer , whom and erecting poles and other connected casual works. It 
they met and asked for work . It is their further evidence , is the specific stand of the Respondent/ 

Management that 
that thcy used to get the wages by signing the mustcs all thesc Petitioners have notworked for 240 days and in 
rolls and the numbers of muster rolls mentioned in their the Counter Statement filed by the Respondent/Manage 
respective service certificates are inic and correct and ment in their respective cases, the days for which the 
their respective names are available in thosc original concerned Petitivner had worked in the Respondent/ 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective scryice certifi Department has been clearly given It is their further con 
catcs. They further say in the cross cxamination that they tention that service certificates relied upon by thcsc Peti 
mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that they tioners as issued by the officials of the Respondent/ 
were given service certificates by the Assistant Telecom Department were not issued by the departinent 
Engineer for the days they worked in the Respondent/ and they were created by the Petitioners themselves and 
Deparıment. They have also denied the suggestion in the the particulars of the alleged service in the Telecom DC 
cross examination , that the service certificates produced partmentmentioned in the service certificates said to have 
by these Petitioners in their respective cases are all false been issued by thic officials of the Respondent Depart 
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ment from 1985 to 1995 are all bogus. By sufficientdocu 
mentary evidence, evidence through Ex .M2 10 M75 origi 
nal muster rolls in the cross examination of WW1 and 
WW2 and through the common evidence ofMW1 it has 
been established that the particulars given in the service 
certificatesby the Petitioners are bogus. WW1 and WW2 
have clearly admitted in their cross examination when 
their attention have been drawn to the çntries in the origi 
nal muster rolls mentioned in their service certificates 
that their names have not been available in the original 
muster rolls, maintained by the Telecom Department. The 
xerox copy of those muster rolls have been exhibited on 
the side of the Respondent ManagementasManagement 
Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the cross examination of the com 
mon witness for the ManagementMW1, no suggestion is 
put to him about the work of the Petitioner for 240 days 
in the Telecom Department. No suggestion was put in 
the cross examination ofMWI that the particulars fur 
nished in the service certificates produced by the Peti 
tioners are notbogusbut they are genuine. On the side of 
the Petitioners, no one has been examined as a witness to 
prove the service certificates they are relying upon . The 
officials in the Telecom Department, who said to have 
issued those certificates have not been examined by the 
Petitioners to prove their respective service certificates. 
From these common evidence available, it is seen that 
these Petitioners have worked for few days by assisting 
the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
in carrying out the departmental work as Casual 
Labourers. From the available evidence , it is scen that 
these Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers by 
the regular departmental workmen for the seasonal work 
of the department they were attending and they were dis 
engaged on completion of the particular work . From this 
it is seen that the contention of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement that the work will be available always and it is 
perennial type of work are all false. The Petitioners who 
have been examined as common witnesses for workmen 
as WWI and WW2 have admitted that they were 
engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the 
department only to assist them for doing the departmen 
Lal work as and when it was necessary . From the evi 
dence available in this case, it is seen that Petitioners 
who have been working as casual mazdoors temporarily 
by assisting the regụlar and permanent staff of Respon 
dent/Telecom Department have disengaged , since the 
work they were attended were completed and there was 
no further work for them to do . So from the materials 
available in this casc by way of exhibits and evidence , it 
is clearly established by the RespondentManagement by 
production of original muster rolls which have been re 
ferred to in service certificates of the Petitioners that the 
Petitioners have never worked as Casual Labourers un 
der those muster rolls for the said period and have not 
been paid wages by the departmçnt. From this , it is scen 
as contended by the learned counsel for the Respondent 


Management in his argument that the particulars given 
in the service certificates produced by the Petitioners are 
not the particulars but they are bogus certificates. If re 
ally, the particulars given in the service certificates re 
lied upon by the Petitioners are true, the Respondent/ 
Department would have granted then temporary status 
mazdoors for Casual Labourers. From the evidence avail 
able in these cases, it is abundantly proved by the 
Respondent Department that these Petitioners have not 
worked continuously from 1985 to 1995 . Further , it is 
seen from the evidence available that thePetitioners were 
engaged by the department as Casual Labourer only for a 
short period as and when required and he was given 
wages on daily rated basis . It is the evidence ofMW 1 
that the work the petitioners were doing as Casual 
Labourers was only seasonal work and it was not a con 
tinuous one and it is not available all through the year. It 
cannotbe denied that the work these Petitioners attended 
as Casual Labourers in the RespondentManagement de 
partment were only development work like opening new 
telephonc exchanges and strengthening the existing ex 
changes and they were done as project works and on 
completion of that work , these Petitioners have no work 
in the department to continue in service. It is the definite 
evidence ofMWI that on checking the service particu 
lars given by the Petitioners, the department has found 
that the particulars they furnished are not true and they 
were found to be bogus. All these things cannot be de 
nied . It has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by 
the Respondent Management by relevantdocuments that 
the names of the Petitioners were not available in the 
originalmuster rolls that has been mentioned in their ser 
vice certificates. From this , it is established that the par 
ticulars given in their service certificates are false. No 
date of issue of those service certificates is available in 
the service certificates. The Petitioners who have been 
examined as common witnesses for these Petitioners as 
WW1 and WW2 also have not stated in their evidence, 
the dates on which they were issucd those service certifi 
cates by the concerned officials in the department. If they 
were really issued by the officials of the Respondent 
Telecom Department as a record for their service in the 
department, the Petitioner would not have been failed to 
mention all these things in their respective Clain State 
ments. The non -mention of the same in their Claim State 
ments and the production of these certificates without 
any basis during trial of the cases before this Tribunal go 
to show that these Petitioners have created them for the 
purpose of these cases as the RespondentManagement 
condents it . From the available materials , it is seen that 
the Respondent Management in regular course did not 
employ Petitioners and they were not given independent 
work , so thc qucstion of retrenchment from service docs 
not at all arise , So under such circunstances , the quçs 
tion of Respondents not following the provisions of In 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior notice 
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MRT 114 : 
and compensation under section 25F of Industrial Disputes 
Ad , 1947 will not at all arise . As per the recent decisions of 
thic Supreme Court, the Petitioner has to prove conclusively 
with acceptable , legal cvidence that he has worked in the 
Respondent Telecom Department as a Casual Labour for a 
continuous period of 240 days preceding the date on which 
they have been disengaged from work . In the absence of such 
evidence on the side of the Petitioner, it can be concluded 
that they have no right to claim even conferment of tempo 
rary status of casual mazdoors and also to claim reinstate 
incnt in savice in the Respondent Telecom Department. So , 
under such circumstances, from the availablc matcrials it is 
seen that the action of the Management of Telecom Depart 
ment in not engaging these Patitioners as casual mazdoors, 
subsequent to complction of work for which they have m 
gaged is legal and justified . Hence, this Petitioner is not en 
titled to the reliefheprayed for in his Claim Statement Tlius, 
the point is answered accordingly , 

6 . In the result. an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the 
Claim Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by mc in thc open court 
on this day the 30th April , 2002.) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W .W1 - Sli . K , Umapathy (Pctitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 
W . W . 2 - SH .K . Mohan (Petitioner in I.D . 262 / 2001) 
For the II Party /Management : 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P . Chandrasekar (DE (Legal & Commer 

cial) ] Examined in 1. D .No. 11/ 2001 and has 

taken as Common cvidence in this case 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WI Series (7 ) - Original service certificates issucd in 

furour of Petitioners . 
W2 - Original Servicc Notc Book . 
W3 Series( 7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party /Management : 
MI- Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners . 
M2 - Xerox copy of MR No. (15850 
M3- Xerox copy of M . R No 05851 
M + - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 07188 
M 5 Xerox copy of M . R . No . 07193 
MO Xerox copy of M . R . No 19 /04693 
M 7 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /04693 
M 8 - Xerox copy of MR. NO . 3 /06114 
M9 - Xçrox copy of MR. No . 9 /06114 
M 10 - Xerox copy of MR No. 18 /06114 
M II - Xerox copy of MR No. 6 /06115 
M 12 - Xerox copy of M . R .No 5 /06115 
M13 - Xcrox copy of MR No 18 /06115 
M 14 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1 /08511 
M 15 - Xerox copy of MR. No , 19 /07289 
M 16 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4 + 27 
M 17 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /4131 
M18 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13/ 15 948 
M19 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 15 /06117 
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M 20 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 21 /06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of MR, No . 13 /08512 
M 22 - Xcrox copy of MR. No. 23 /08512 
M 23 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /08513 
M 24 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/08514 
M 25 - Xerox copy of MR No 15 /20861 
M 26 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 / 20861 
M 27 - Xerox copy of MR No . 12 /20862 
M 28 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 11/20863 
M 29 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 03 / 20867 
M 30 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 02 /20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 / 20863 

M 32 - Xcros copy of M .R . No. 12 / 20869 
M33 - Xerox copy of M .R . No, 23/20869 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /04631 
M 35 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 24 /2 

36 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 12 /4 
37 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 14 /4 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /5 

- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 / 5 
M 10 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 / 5 

- Xerox copy of MR. No. 11/5 
M + 2 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 1775 
M + 3 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 22 /5 
M 44 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /59 

- Xerox copy of M . R . No. ( 4978 
16 - Xcrov copy of MR, No. 8 /06216 
17 - Xerox copy of M . R NO 07188 

- Xerox copy of MR, No. 7 /4 + 27 
- Xerox copy of MR No . 15 /06117 
1 . Xerox copy of MR No. 9/06114 
- Xerox copy of M . R No . 18 /06114 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No.6 /06115 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M 55 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 2 /08511 

56 - Xerox copy of MR, No . 22/08511 
57 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 

- Xcros copy of MR. No . 23/08512 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /08513 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No 15 /20861 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No 18 /20861 
- Xerox copy or M . R . No . 12 / 20862 

- Xcrox copy of M . R . No. 11/ 20863 
M ( + - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 19 / 20863 
M 65 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 11/ 20864 
M06 - Xerox copy of MR No . 09/20800 
M 07 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 03/ 20867 
M 08 - Xerox copy of MR No . 11 /20867 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No 02/20868 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No 12 / 20869 
- Xerox copy of A1. R , No 06 /21253 

- Xerox copy of M . R . No 13 / 27 
M 73 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 19 / 29 
M 74 - Xerox copy of MR No. 4 /29 
M 75 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 20 / 29 
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section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
( 14 of 1947), have referred the concerned Industrial Dispute 
for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012 / 128 /99 /IR (DU ) 
dated 13 - 09- 1999. 


te fortat, 21 75. 2002 
CFT.31 . 1975 . - 315lfth foreig 3fUGH, 1947 
( 1947 14 ) TYTI 17 377HH , # 514 R T HER 
विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच , 
अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विषाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक 
fecu, 725 # TYR ( ÍGY TET 234 /2001 ) fra 
TTT HAR 21 - 5 - 2002 KT 377 21 | 
[ 7 . 79 -40012/128 / 99 - 3779,371. ( $1. 9 ) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 


This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Slatç Industrial Tribunal, Chennai,where it was taken 
on file as I.D . No. 246 / 99 . When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India, Ministry of 
Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case from that 
Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of 
records from that Tribunal, the case hasbeen taken on file 
as I D . No. 234/2001 and notices were sent to the counsel 
on either side, informing them about the transfer of this 
case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appcar before this 
Tribunal on 08 -02- 2001. On receipt of notice from this 
Tribunal, the counsel on either side present along with 
their respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 

When thematter came up before me for final hearing 
on 01.04 2002. upon parising the Claim Statement Counter 
Slatement. additional counter statement, the other 
matcrial papers on record , the oral and documentary cvi 
dence let in on either side as common evidence for this 
case and the connected similar cases and after hearing the 
arguments advanced by the learned counsel for thc II Party / 
Management alonc , this matter having stood over till this 
datc for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the fol 
lowing : 

AWARD 


New Delhi,the 21stMay, 2002 

S . O . 1975. -- In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Governinent hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 234 / 
2001) of the CentralGovernment Industrial Tribunal Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispule betucen the emplovers in relation to the 
management of Telecom Deptt, and their workman , which 
was recen cd by the Central Government on 21-5 -2002 

(No.1012 / 128/ 99 - IR (DU )| 
KULDIPRAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
PRESENT K karthikeyan Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO 234/2001 ( Tanuil Nadu Statc 

Industrial Tribunal I. D .No.246 / 99 ) 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clausc (d ) of sub - section ( 1 ) and sub -section 2 (A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947 ). between the Workman Shri A . Ananth and the 
Management of the GeneralManager, Telecommunications. 
Kancheepuram Dist. Chennai ) 

BETWEEN 
Sri A Ananth 

· I Partv /Workman 

AND 
The GeneralManager, II Party Management 
Telecommunications. 
Kanchecpuram Dist, Chennai, 
APPEARANCE : . . 
For the Workman : M / s. M .Gnanasekar, C . 

Premavathi & 

G . Manjula , Advocates 
For the Management Sri R Kanniappan Addl. 

(GSC 
The Govt. of India . Ministry ofLabour in cxcrcisc of 
powers conferred by clausc (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub 


The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above 
Order of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by 
this Tribunal is as follows: 

" Whether the Demand of theworkman Sh . A . Ananth 
for reinstatementby the General Manager, Teleconununi 
cations, Chengalpattu as casual mazdoor, is legal and jus 
tified ? If not, lo what relief,le is entitled ?" 

2 The facts of the industrial dispute as plcaded by 
th¢ 1 Pary/Workman are briefly as follows: - 

The I Party /Workman Sh A . Ananth (herein 
after refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour 
in the II Party Management Telecom Department ( herein 
aller refers to as Respondent ) on 29 -06 -1984 for digging, 
drawing wires, laving posts and for other allied jobs as 
directed by his superiors. Hç was paid nominal wages of 
Rs.6 ,50 as daily rated wages. Though thc Petitioner has 
been continuously working with the Respondent, and has 
put in 116 + number of days of servicc , he had not been 
regularised . The Department of Telecommunication in 
order to absorb the casual mazdoors working in the depart 
ment for a long period formulated a Scheme known as ca 
sual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and 
Regularisation ) Scheme. The Respondent/ ſclccom Depart 
ment failed to conſer temporary status on thc Petitioner 
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actually worked . The essential conditions of the scheme 
are : - 


I. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

1031- 3 - 1985 ; 


2. He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i. c. 01 - 10 -89 ; 


3 He should have put in 240 days continuous ser 

vice in any one of the preceding years prior to 
01- 10 - 1989; and 


4 . There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year. 


under the said Scheme, which is illegal and arbitrary. The I 
Party / Workman has been denied employment w .e.f. 
25 -04- 1995 and ,when his services were terminated he was 
getting Rs 60 /-as daily wages. When he approached the 
concerned authority for conferment of temporary status, 
he was informed that he will be taken back to duty. The 
Pctitioner was waiting for orders from the Respondent 
Telecom Department regarding his re- engagement. How 
ever,he has not received any orders nor hcwas taken back 
to duty so far His service was utilised for the regular work 
that is perennial in nature . Thereforc , when the work and 
the necessity to engage the Petitioncr continuous , there is 
no reason or justification for denying thc cmployment to 
the Petitioner. No reason was given by the Respondent 
Telecom Dcpartinent for terminating the services of the 
Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the prin 
ciples of natural justice. No enquiry was conducted and 
the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before his 
services w cre discontinued . The Petitioner has put in more 
than a decade continuous service and the ternination of 
his service is in violation of the provisionsof Section 25F 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 Further, the Petitioner 
was not given any notice or compensation in termsof the 
said provision of IndustrialDisputes Act, 1947. Hence, the 
aclion of the Respondent/Departincnt in terminating the 
services of thc Pctitioner without notice or compensation 
- is ab initio void and thc Pelitioner is deemed to be in con 
tinuous in service and therefore , is entitled to be reinstated 
with all other servicc benclits including arrears of back 
wages. The Respondent ought to have conferred tempo 
rury status as per the temporary status scheme and further 
absorbcd him against rcgular Group D post. Thc Rcspon 
dent/ Telecom Department s action in not doing so is illegal 
and arbitran . Honcc . this industrial dispulc has been raised 
against the Respondent/ Telecom Department for a decla 
ration that the order of termination dated 25 - 4 - 95 is illegal 
and arbitrary and conscqucntly ſor a direction to the Res 
pondent/Management to reinstate the Petitioner in 
SCIVICC w .eſ 25 - 4 - 1995 and to pay all arrcars ofback wages 
and all other attendant bcncſits. 

3 The II Party /Management Telecom Dcpartment 
has filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter 
Statement denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the 
Clam Statement about his appointnient as Casual Labour 
on 29-06 - 1987 and his contention about continuouswork 
ing willithic Respondent/Departmentfor a period of 1301 
number of days of servicc and the alleged termination of 
The Pctitioner from service on 25 .04 . 1995 It is furtheral 
leged that the Pcutioner was cngaged purely on casual 
basis for tlic unskilled workic to carry out digging . draw 
ing out wires, laying posts and for other casual works on 
daily rated wages basis The department used 10 engage 
the Pculioner as and when there was work in 1989 , a 
Schemc called Grant of Temporary Status to Casual 
Libourers was introduced for the Casual Labourers ulio 


The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner 
did not ſulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions hc 
could notbe granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Pctitioner were scrutinized and found to 
be bogus. The pctitioner had produced false service cer 
liſicates with a view to get the benefits like regularisation 
clc from the department So , the department did not con 
sider the claim of thc Petitioner. Thc allcgcd work done by 
the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature. As on 
date , the department is not engaging Casual Labour like 
thc Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since there is no 
work and there is no post , there is no scopc for the Peti 
lioner for his rc -employment in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis 
as and when required by the department, hence , he is not 
cligible for reinstatement as per the law and as well as 
Temporary Status Mazdoor Schcmc. Hence , it is prayed 
that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleascd to dismiss the 
claim pctition . 


t. When thic matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
Icarned counsel on cither side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tricd together jointly and 
the evidence given in J. D .No. 156 / 2001 on cither side can 
be trcated as common evidence for all these cases On thc 
side of the Petilioner /Workman Sri K Umapathy, Petitioner 
in 1.D . No . 156 /2001. and Sri K .Molan , Pelilioner in I.D .No . 
262 /2001 , have been examined asWWIand WW2 respec 
tively. As per the memo filed by the learned counsel for the 
Respondent/Management, the evidence given by one Di 
visionalEnginccr, Mr. P. Chandrasckar,who has been ex 
amined as a common witnessMW1 in I. D .No. 11/ 2001,has 
been treated as a common cvidence for this case and other 
sinuilar connected cascs On the side of the Petitioner, the 
veros copy of the service certificates have been marked as 
common Workinen cxhibits . On the side of theManage 
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ment the Xerox copy of the services certificate of WWI 
filed before the conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox 
copies of the originalmuster rolls which arementioned in 
thosc Service certificates under Ex.Wl to W3 have been . 
marked as Ex.MI,M2 to M75 . The learned counsel for the II 
Party /Management has advanced his arguments. 

5. The Point for my consideration is 

" Whether the action of the workman Sh . Ananth to 
$ h . N . Lal for reinstatement by the General Manager, 
Telecmmunications. Chengalpattu as casualmazdoor, is 
legal and justified ? If not, 10 what relicſ,he is entitled ?" 

Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per the 
request of the learned counsel on either side , a joint trial of 
thesc 60 cases which are similar in naturc has been con 
ducted Two out of these Petitioners have been examined 
as WW1 and WW2, W1, scries, W2 and W3 scries, the 
service certiſicatcs of WW1and WW2 respectively have 
been marked . On the side of the Management the Xerox 
copy of the services certificate of WW i filed before the 
conciliating authority carlier and the Xerox copies of the 
original inusler rolls which are mentioned in those Service 
certificates under Ex,WIto W3have been marked as Ex.MI, 
M2 to M75 . Apart from these documents the other 
Petitioners also filed in Court individually in their respec 
tive cases as the service certificates issued to them men 
tioning their service particulars , which are remained un 
marked documents. The common claim made by all these 
Petitioners in their respective industrial dispute against 
thç Respondent Telecom Department is that the termina 
tion of the Petitioners from service by the Respondent 
Management is illegal and they must be reinstated in ser 
vicc by thc Rcspondent/Management from the date of their 
respective termination from service as mentioned in their 
respective Claim Statements . They have raised these claims 
based on the service records. They were ſiled into Court in 
their respective cases. WW1 and WW2 have spoken about 
their respective scrvice certificates they have filed into 
Court in their respective cases. In the cross examination of 
both the Petitioners WW1and WW2, they have admitted 
that the/ have given their service particulars to the 
Respondent Department as per the direction of the deparl 
ment for consideration to confer temporary status 
mazdoors only. It is their further contention in the cvi 
dence that at the inception when they met the Telecom 
people , who were doing the work of the department near 
their house , requested those permanent employees of the 
Respondent Telecom Department like line man to give theni 
work and as per their direction they went to see the 
Assistant Enginccr, and requested him to provide work in 
the Respondent Department. WW1 and WW2 who have 
deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners have 
stated in the cross examination that they have notmen 
tioned all these things in thcir Claim Ştatements and the / 
have notmentiored so in their earlier Claini Statençnts 


filed before the Regional Commissioner of Labour, 
Chennai. in the conciliation proceedings. They further say 
that they do not know the name of the Assistant Engi 
ncer, whom thcy meet and asked for work . It is their 
furtlier cvidencc . that they used to get the wages by sign 
ing the muster rolls and the numbers of muster rolls men 
tioned in their respective service certificates are truc and 
correct and their respective names are available in those 
original muster rolls mentioned in their respective scrvicc 
certificates. They further say in the cross examination that 
they mentioncd in their respective Claim Statements that 
they were given service certificates by the Assistant Engi 
neer for the days they worked in the Respondent/Depart 
ment. They have also denied the suggestion in the cross 
examination , that the service certificatesproduced by these 
Petitioners in their respective cases are all false certificates 
and they were created by them . They have also denied the 
suggestion that they have not worked in the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for the period they have mentioned 
by days in their respective Claim Statements. On the side 
of the RespondentManagement, the evidence given by 
Divisional Engineer, one Mr. P. Chandrasekar as MWI ear 
lier has been treated as common evidence for this case and 
similar connected other cases as per thememo filed by the 
learned counsel for the RespondentManagement. Accord 
ing to the Petitioner, he was engaged by the Respondent/ 
ManagementDepartinent of Telecommunication as casual 
mazdoor in the year 1984 and workcd continuously till 1995 . 
as he has stated in his Claim Ştatement. It is his further 
allegation in the Claim Statement that all of a sudden he 
was terminated and the action of the RespondentMan 
agement, Telecommunication Department in tcrminating 
him from service in not following the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. 
Since the said action of the RespondentManagement is 
illegal, he must be reinstated in service by the Respon 
dent/Management from the date ofthe alleged termination 
of service in the ycar 1995 . But it is the contention of the 
Respondent Management and also the cvidence ofMW1 
that service certificates filed by the Petitioners are all false 
and created by themselves and they have not mentioned 
anything with regard to availability of service certificates 
in their Claim Statements . The learned counsel for the 
Respondent/Management would further contend that in 
the Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been 
mentioned as to who appoint them and where they have 
worked and who in thc Rcspondent Department has tcrmi 
nated them from scrvice. There is no appointment order as 
well as the termination order passed by the Respondent 
Management for these Petitioners to claim that he was 
appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Department and 
they were terminated against the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 . According to the Management of 
Telecom Department, these people were engaged in the 
year 1995 and some persons were engaged at the end of 
1994 for assişting the regular staff of the Respondenų 
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Telecom Department for laying the cables, and erecting 
poles and other connected casual works. It is the specific 
stand of the Respondent Management that all these Peti 
tioners have not worked for 240 days and in the Counter 
Statement filed by the RespondentManagement in their 
respective cases, the days for which the concerned Peti 
tioner had worked in the RespondentDepartment has been 
clearly given . It is their further contention that Service 
certificates relied upon by these Petitioners as issued by 
the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Departmentwere 
not issued by the department and they were created by the 
Petitioners themselves and the particulars of the alleged 
service in the Telecom Department mentioned in the 
service certificates said to have been issued by the offi 
cials of the Respondent Department from 1984 to 1995 are 
all bogus. By sufficient documentary evidence , evidence 
through Ex .M2 to M75 original muster rolls in the cross 
examination ofWW1 and WW2 and through the common 
evidence of MW1it has been established that the particu 
lars given in the service certificates by the Petitioners are 
bogus. WW1 and WW2 have clearly admitted in their cross 
examination when their attention have been drawn to the 
entries in the original muster rolls mentioned in their ser 
vice certificates that their names have not been available in 
the original muster rolls,maintained by the Telecom De 
partment. The Xerox copy of those muster rolls have been 
exhibited on the side of the RespondentManagement as 
Management ExhibitsM2 to M73 . In the cross examination 
of the common witness for tho Management MWI, no 
suggestion is put to him about the work of the Petitioner 
for 240 days in the Telecom Department. No suggestion 
was put in the cross examination ofMW1 that the particu 
lars furnished in the service certificates produced by the 
Petitioners are not bogus but they are genuine. On the side 
of the Petitioners, no one has been examined as a witness 
to prove the service certificates they are relying upon . The 
officials in the Telecom Department, who said to have is 
sued those certificates have not been examincd by the 
Petitioners to prove their respective service certificates . 
From these common evidence available, it is seen that these 
Petitioners have worked for few days by assisting the regu 
lar staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Department in carry 
ing out the departmental work as Casual Labourers . From 
the available evidence , it is seen that these Petitioners were 
engaged as CasualLabourers by the regular departmental 
workmen for the seasonal work of the department they 
were attending and they were disengaged on completion 
of the particular work . From this it is scen that the conten 
tion of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement that the work 
will be available always and it is perennial type of work are 
all false. The Petitioners who have been examined as com 
mon witnesses for workmen as WW1 and WW2 have 
admitted that they were engaged as Casual Labourers by 
the regular staff of the department only to assist them for 
doing the departmental work as and when it was 
necessary. From the evidence available in this case, it is 


seçn that Petitioners who have been working as casual 
mazdoors temporarily by assisting the regular and perma 
nent staff of Respondent Telecom Department have dis 
engaged , since the work they were attended were com 
pleted and there was no further work for them to do . So 
from the materials available in this case by way of exhibits 
and evidence , it is clearly established by the Respondent/ 
Management by production of original muster rolls which 
have been referred to in service certificates of the Petition 
ers that the Petitioners have never worked as Casual 
Labourers under those muster rolls for the said period and 
have not been paid wages by the department. From this, it 
is seen as contended by the learned counsel for the Re 
spondent/Management in his argument that the particu 
lars given in the service certificates produced by the Peti 
tioners are not true particulars but they are bogus certifi 
cates. If really, the particulars given in the service certifi 
cates relied upon by the Petitioners are true, the Respon 
dent Department. would have granted them temporary sta 
tus mazdoors for Casual Labourers. From the cvidence 
available in these cases, it is abundantly proved by the 
Respondent Department that these Petitioners have not 
worked continuously from 1985 to 1995. Further, it is seen 
from the evidence available that the Petitioners were en 
gaged by the department as Casual Labourers only for the 
short period as and when required and he was given wages . 
on daily rated basis . It is the evidence ofMW 1 that the 
work the Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was 
only seasonal work and it was not a continuous one and it 
is not available all through the year. It cannot be denied 
that the work these Petitioners attended as Casual 
Labourers in the RespondentManagement department 
were only development work like opening new telephone 
exchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges and 
they were done as projectworks and on completion of that 
work , these Petitioners have no work in the departmentto 
continue in service . It is the definite evidence ofMW1that 
on checking the service particulars given by the Petition 
ers, the department has found that the particulars they 
furnished are not true and they were found to be bogus , 
All these things cannot be denied . It has been demon 
strated before this Tribunal by the RespondentManage 
ment by relevant documents that the names of the Peti 
tioners were notavailable in the original muster rolls that 
has beenmentioned in their service certificates. From this , 
it is established that the particulars given in their service 
certificates arc false . No date of issue of those servicc 
certificates is available in the service certificates. The Peu 
tioners who have been examined as common witnesses for 
these Petitioners as WWI and WW2 also have not stated 
in their evidence, the dates on which they were issued 
those service certificates by the concerned officials in the 
department. If they were really issued by the officials of 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a record for their 
service in the department, the Petitioner would not have 
been failed to mention all these things in their respective 
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Claim Statements. The non - inention of the same in their 
Claim Statements and the production of these certificates 
without any base during trial of the cases before this Tribu 
nal go to show that these Petitioners have created them for 
the purpose of these cascs as the RespondentManage 
ment contends it. From the available materials , it is seen 
that the Respondent/Management in regular course did not 
enploy Petitioners and they were not given independent 
work . so the question of retrenchment from service does not 
at all arisc . So under such circumstances , the question of 
Respondents not following the provisions of Industrial Dis 
putes Act 1947 and the issuance of prior notice and com 
pensation under section 25F ofIndustrial Disputes Act 1947 
will not at all arise . As per the recent decisions of thc Su 
preme Court, uc Pctitioner has to prove conclusively with 
acceptabic. legal evidence that he has worked in thic Re 
spondent/ Telecom Departmentas a Casual Labour for a con 
tinuous period of 210 days preceding the date on which 
they have been disengaged from work , In the absence of 
such evidence on the side of the Petitioner, it can be con 
cluded that ilicy haic no right to claim even conferment of 
temporary status of casualmazdoors and also to claim rcin 
statement in service in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. 
So . under such circumstances, from the available materials it 
is seen that the action of the Management of Telecom De 
partment in 1101 engaging tlicsc Petitioners as casual 
nia doors. subsequent to complction of work forwhich they 
have engaged is legaland justiſicd . Hence , this Petitioner is 
not entitled to thic relicſ he prayed for in luis Claim Statement. 
Thus, the point is ansacred accordingly: 

6 . In the 1. Sull, an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not ciuiled to the relicſ proycd for in the Claim 
Statement. No Cosi 

(Dictated to the Stcnographer ,transcribed and typed 
by him . corrected and pronounced by me in thic open court 
on this day the 30th April , 2002 ) 

K KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Onicer 
Common Witnesses Examined :-- 
For the I Party /Workmen :-- - 
W .W .1 - Sh K . Umapathy (Pcutioner in 1,D . 156 /2001) 
W .W .2 - Sh.K Mohan (Petitioner in I.D 262/2001) 
For the Il Party /Management: — 
MW. 1 . - SH . P Chandrasekar DE ( Legal & Commercial) 

Examined i ID .No. 11 / 2001 and has taken as 

Common cydence in this case 
Common Documents Marked . - 
For the l Party /Workmen — 
WI Series (7 ) -Original service certificales issued in favour 

of Petitioners . 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Scries( 7) - Xerox copy of the service certificates issued 

in favour of Pelilioners . 


For the II Party Management: 
MI- Xerox copy of the scrvice certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners , 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .05850 
M3- Xerox copy of M .R . No .05851 
M + Xerox copy of M . R . No.07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 3 /06111 
M9- Xerox copy of M . R , No. 9 /06114 
M 10 - Xcros copy of M .R . No . 18/ 06114 
M11 - Xeroxc copy ofMR.No.6 /06115 
M12 - Xeroxc copy of M .R No. 5 /06115 
M13 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18/06115 
M14 . Xerox copy of M .R No. 1 /08511 
M15 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /07289 
M10 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7/4427 
M17 - Xcrov copy of M .R No. +/ 4131 
M18 - Xcrov copy of MR. No . 13/ 15 948 
M19 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of MR No.23/08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of MR No. 11/08517 
M125 - Xcrox copy ofMR No . 15 /20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 / 20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of MR No. 12 /20862 
M28 - Xcrox copy of MR No. 11/ 20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.03/20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of MR. No .02 /20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /2086 . 
M32 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 12 / 20809 
M33 . Xerox copy of M ,R , No.23/ 20869 
M37 . Xcrov copy of M .R . No . 20 /04031 
M35 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 2-1/2 
M 36 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14/4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 4/5 
M39 Xerox copy of M .R . No.775 
M40 - Xcrox copy of MR. No. 10 /5 
Mt . - Xerox copy of M .R . No. U /5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 1775 
M43 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22 /5 
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M44 - Xerov copy of MR. No. 4/59 
M45 . Xerox copy of M .R . No .04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 8 /06216 
M47 - Xerox copy of MR, No.07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.7/4427 
M49 - Xerox copy of MR No. 13/06117 
M 50 - Xeroxcopy of M .R .No. 9/06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of MR No.6 /06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of M .R No . 18 /06 / 15 
M54 - Xerox copy of MR. No 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R , No.2/0851] 
M 56 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 22 /08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 13/08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .23 /08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 10 /08313 
M60 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /20861 
M61- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
M62 . Xerox copy of M . R . No 12 /20862 
M63 - Xerox copy or M . R . No. 11/20863 
M6 + - Xerox copy ofMR No. 19 / 20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 11/20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.09 /20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.03/20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14/20867 
M69 . Xerox copy ofMR No.02 /20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of MR No. 12/20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.06 /21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13/27 
M73 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 19/29 
M74 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4/29 
M75 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /29 


New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 

S . O . 1976 . — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 235 / 
2001) of the CentralGovernment Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the In 
dustrial Dispulc between the employers in relation to the 
management of Telecom Deptt . and their workman , which 
was received by thc Central Government on 21- 5 -2002 . 

No.140012 /130 /99- IR (DU )] 
KULDIPRAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT. CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
Present: K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 235 /2001 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D .No.247 /99 ) 

In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clausc (d ) of sub- section (1) and sub -section 2 (A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
( 1 + of 1947 ). between the Workman Shri D . Ramesh and 
theManagement of the GeneralManager, Teleconumunica 
tions. Kanchocpuram Dist Chennai, 

BETWEEN 
Shri D Ramesh 

: I Pary/Workman 

AND 
The Gencral Manager, Il Party /Management 
Telecommunications. 
Kanchccpuram Dist, Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman : M /s. M .Gnanasckar, 

C . Premavathi & 

G .Manjula , Advocates 
For the Management : Sri R .Kauniappan 

Addl. CGSC 
The Govt. of India , Ministry ofLabour in exercise of 
poucrs conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and sub 
scction 2( A ) ofSection 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial Dispute 
for adjudication vide Order No. L - 10012 /136 /99/1R (DU ) 
dated 13-19 -1999 . 

This reference has heen hade earlier 10 the Tamil 
Nadri Siatc Industrial Tribunal, Chennai,wherc it was likun 
on lilc as I. D . No. 247/ 99 , Wlien the matter was pending 
coquin in thoitribunal We Govt. of India . Ministry of 
Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case from that 
Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of 
records from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on file 
as 1.D . No. 235/2001 and notices were sent to the counsel 
on cither side, inſor!!! 11g theia about the transfer of this 
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T. 31 . 1976 . - fire poate cifufia, 1947 
( 1947 27 14 ) HTET 17 31564420 # , TEROAR IT 
संचार विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों 
के बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार 
Baifilm full 16 % THI ( HAI 235 2001 ) 
* obfyna Ti t a 12 21 - 5 - 2002 077 
प्राप्त 
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case to this Tribunal , with a direction to appear before this 
Tribunal on 08 .02 .2001. On receipt of notice from this 
Tubunal, the counsels on either side present along with 
their respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 

When thematter came up before me for final hearing 
on 01.04 .2002 , upon perusing the Claim Statement, Counter 
Statement, additional counter statement, the other 
material papers on record , the oral and documentary evi 
dence let in on either side as common evidence for this 
case and the connected similar cascs and after hearing the 
arguments advanced by the learned counsel for the II Party / 
Management alone , this matter having stood over till this 
date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: -- 

" Whether the Demand of the workman Sh . D .Ramesh 
for reinstatement by theGeneral Manager, Telecommu 
nications Chengalpattu casual mazdoor is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
thc I P : urly /Workman arc brieſly as follows : - 

TNC I Party /Workman Sh . D . Ramesh ( hercin 
aſter refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual labour 
in thc II Party /Management Telecom Department (hercin 
aſicr reſers to as Respondent) on 14 -12 - 1984 for digging , 
drawing wires , laying posts and for other allied jobs as 
directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal wages of 
Rs. 6 .50 as daily ratcd wages. Though the Petitioner has 
bccn continuously working with the Respondent, and has 
put in 1230 number of days of service , he had not been 
rcgularised . The Department of Telecommunication in 
order to absorb thc casual mazdoors working in thc depart . 
ment for a long period formulated a Schemc known as 
casual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and 
Regularisation ) Schemc. Thc Rcspondent/ Telecom Depart 
meni ſajlcd 10 conſor temporary status on the Petitioner 
under thc said Schcmc, which is illegaland arbitrary . The I 
Party /Workman has been denied cmployment w . e. f. 
15 - 06 -1995 and , which his services were terminated he was 
getting Rs.60 /- as daily wages. When he approached the 
concerned authority for conforment of temporary status, 
he was mloumed that he will be laken back to duty. The 
Petitioner was waiting for orders from the Respondent 
Telecom Depanument regarding his re-engagement. How 
ever,he has nol received any orders nor he was taken back 
to duly so far. His service was utilised for the regular work 
that is perennial in nature Thercfore , when the work and 
Uc ncccssity to cngagc thc Pctitioner continuous, there is 
no reason or jusuſicalion for denying the employment to 
thc Pctitioner. No reason was given by the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for icrminating the scryices of the 


Pctitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the prin 
ciples of natural justice. No enquiry was conducted and 
the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before his 
services were discontinued . The Petitioner has put in more 
than a decade continuous service and the termination of 
his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 25F 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Further, the Petitioner 
was not given any notice or compensation in terms of the 
said provision of IndustrialDisputes Act, 1947 . Hence, the 
action of the Respondent Department in terminating the 
services of thc Petitioner without notice or compensation 
is ab initio void and the Petitioner is deemed to be in con 
tinuous in service and therefore , is entitled to be reinstated 
with all other service benefits including arrcars of back 
wages. The Respondent ought to have conferred tempo 
rary status as per the temporary status scheme and further 
absorbcd him against regular Group D post. The Respon 
dent/ Telecom Department s action in not doing so is illegal 
and arbitrary. Hence, this industrial dispute has been raised 
against the Respondent/ Telecom Department for a decla 
ration that the order of termination dated 15 -6 - 95 is illegal 
and arbitrary and consequently for a direction to the Re 
spondent/Management to reinstate the Petitioner in ser 
vice w .e. f. 15 -6 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages 
and all other attendant benefits. 

3. The II Party Management Telecom Department has 
filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter State 
mentdenying the allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement about his appointment as Casual Labour on 
14 - 12 - 1984 and his contention about continuous working 
with theRespondent/Department for a period of 1230 num 
ber of days of service and the alleged termination of the 
Petitioner from service on 15 -06 - 1995 . It is further alleged 
that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis for 
the unskilled work i.e. to carry out digging, drawing out 
wires, laying posts and for other casual works on daily 
rated wages in 1995 ſor a period of 196 days. The depart 
ment used to engage the Petitioner as and when there was 
work . In 1989, a Scheme called "Grantof Temporary Status 
to Casual Labourers was introduced for the Casual 
Labourers who actually worked . The essential conditions 
of the scheme are : - 

1. The casual labour should have becn engaged prior 

to 31 - 3 - 1985; 
2. He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Schemei.e . 01 - 10 -89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous ser 

vice in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989; and 
4 There should not be a break for a period ofmore 

than one year, 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
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could not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found to 
be boguş. The petitioner had produced false service 
certificates with a view to get the benefits like regularisation 
etc . from the department. So , the department did not con 
sider the claim of the Petitioner. The alleged work done by 
the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature. As on 
date , the department is not engaging Casual Labour like 
- the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 

type of work as done by the Petitioner . Since there is no 
work and there is no post, there is no scope for the Peti 
tioner for his re -employment in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department. The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis 
as and when required by the department, hence , he is not 
eligible for reinstatement as per the law and as well as 
Temporary StatusMazdoor Scheme. Hence , it is prayed 
that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleascd to dismiss the 
claim petition 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
learned counsel on cither side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
the evidence given in I. D .No. 156 /2001 on cither side can 
be treated as common evidence for all these cases. On the 
side of the Petitioner/Workman Sri K . Umapathy , Petitioner 
in I. D .No. 156 / 2001, and Sri K .Mohan , Petitioner in 
I.D .No .262/2001 have been examined as WW1 and WW2 
respectively . As per the memo filed by the learned counsel 
for the RespondentManagement, the evidence given by 
one Divisional Engineer,Mr, P. Chandrasekar, who has been 
examined as a common witnessMW1 in I.D .No. 11 /2001 , 
has been treated as a common evidence for this case and 
other similar connected cases. On the side of thc Petitioner, 
the xerox copy ofthe service certificates have been marked 
as common Workmen exhibits . On the side of the Manage 
ment the xerox copy of the service certificate of WWI filed 
before the conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox cop 
ies of the original muster rolls which arementioned in those 
Service certificates under Ex .W1to W3 have been marked 
as Ex .MI, M2 to M75 . The learned counsel for the II Party / 
Management has advanced his arguments. 

5 . The Point for my consideration is --- 
“ Whether the demand of the workman Sh .D . 
Ramesh for reinstatement by the General Manager, 
Telecmmunications, Chengalpattu as casual mazdoor 
is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief, he is en 
titled ?" 
Point : - 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per the 
request of the learned counsel on either side , a joint trial of 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been con 
ducted Two out of these Petitioners have been examined 
as WW1 and WW2. W1 scries, W2 and W3 series, the 
service certificates of WW1 and WW2 respectivcly have 


been marked . On the side of the Management the Xerox 
copy of the services certificate of WW I filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
original muster rolls which are mentioned in those service 
certificates under Ex :W110 W3 have been marked as Ex.MI, 
M2 to M75 . Apart from these documents the other Peti 
tioners also filed in Court individually in their respective 
cascs as the service certificates issued to them mentioning 
their service particulars , which are remained unmarked 
documents. The common claim madeby all these Petition 
crs in their respective industrial dispute against the Re 
spondent/ Telecom Department is that the icrmination of 
the Pctitioners from service by the Respondent Manage 
ment is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 
Respondent/Management from the date of their respec 
tive termination from service asmentioned in their respec 
tive Claim Statements . They have raised these claims based 
on the service records. They were filed into Court in their 
respective cases. WWI and WW2 have spoken about their 
respective service certificates they have filed into Court in 
their respective cases. In the cross examination of both 
the Petitioners WWI and WW2, they have admitted that 
they have given their service particulars to the Respon 
dent/Department as per the direction of the department for 
consideration to confer temporary statusmazdoors only. It 
is their further contention in the evidence that at the incep 
tion when they met the Telecom people , who were doing 
the work of the department ncar their house , requested 
those permanent employees of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department like lineman to give them work and as per their 
direction thcy went to sce the Assistant Engineer, and 
requested him to provide work in thc Respondent Depart 
ment. WWI and WW2 who have deposed as common 
witnesses for thesc Petitioners have stated in the cross 
examination that they have not mentioned all these things 
in their Claim Statements and they have not mentioned so 
in their earlier Claim Statements filed before the Regional 
Commissioner.of Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation pro 
ceedings. They further say that they do not know the name 
of the Assistant Engineer, whom they met and asked for 
work . It is their further evidence , that they used to get the 
wages by signing the muster rolls and the numbers ofmus 
ter rolls mentioned in their respective service certificates 
are true and correct and their respective names are avail 
able in those original muster rolls mentioned in their re 
spective service certificates. They further say in the cross 
examination that they mentioned in their respective Claim 
Statements that they were given service certificates by the 
Assistant Engineer for the days they worked in the 
Respondent Department. They have also denied the 
suggestion in the cross examination , that the service cer 
tificates produced by these Petitioners in their respective 
cases are all false certificates and they were created by 
them . They have also denied the suggestion that they have 
not worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
the period they have mentioned by days in their respective 
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Claim Statements. On the side of the Respondent/Man 
agement, the evidence given by Divisional Engineer , onc 
Mr. P. Chandrasekar asMW1 earlier has been treated as 
common cvidence for this case and similar connected other 
cases as per thememo filed by the learned counsel for the 
Respondent Management. According to the Petitioner, hc 
was engaged by the RespondentManagement Department 
of Telecommunication as casualmazdoor in the year 1984 
and worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated in his 
Claim Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim 
Statement that all of a sudden he was terminated and the 
action of the RespondentManagement, Telecommunica 
tion Department in terminating him from service in not 
following the provisions of thc Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 is ab initio void and illegal. Since the said action of 
the RespondentManagement is illegal, lie must be rein 
stated in service by the Respondent/Management from 
the date of the alleged termination of service in the year 
1995 . But it is the contention of the Respondent/Manage 
ment and also the evidence of MWI that service certifi 
cates filed by the Petitioners are all false and created by 
themselves and they have not mentioned anything with 
regard to availability of servicc ccrtificates in their Claim 
Statements . The learned counsel for thc RespondentMan 
agementwould further contend that in the Claim Statement 
of the Petitioners nothing has been mentioned as to who 
appoint them and where they have worked and who in the 
Respondent Department has tcrminated them from service . 
There is no appointment order as well as the termination 
order passed by the RespondentManagement for those 
Petitioners to claim that they were appointed by the 
Respondent/ Telccom Department and he was terminated 
against the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. According to the Management of Telecom Depart 
ment, these people were engaged in the year 1995 and 
some persons were engaged at the end of 1994 for assist 
ing the regular staff of the Respondenu/ Telecom Dcpari 
ment for laying the cables, and erecting poles and other 
connected casual works . It is the specific stand of the Rc 
spondent Management that all these Petitioners have not 
worked for 240 days and in the Counter Statement filed by 
the Respondent/Management in their respective cases, the 
days for which the concerned Petitioner had worked in the 
Respondent/Department has been clearly given . It is their 
further contention that servicc ccrtificatcs rclicd upon by 
these Petitioners as issued by thc officials of the Respon 
dent/ Telecom Departmentwere not işsucd by the depart 
ment and they were created by the Petitioners themselves 
and the particulars of the alleged service in the Telecom 
Department mentioned in the service certificates said to 
have been issued by the officials of the Respondent De 
partment from 1984 to 1995 are all bogus . By suſficient 
documentary evidence , evidence through Ex M2 10 M75 
originalmuster rolls in the cross examination ofWW1and 
WW2 and through the common cvidence of MW1 it has 
been established that the particulars given in the service 


certificates by the Petitioners are bogus. WW1and WW2 
have clearly adiniticd in their cross examination when their 
attention have been drawn to the entries in the original 
muster rollsmentioned in their service certificates that their 
names have not been available in the originalmuster rolls , 
maintained by the Telecom Department, The xerox copy of 
those muster rolls have been exhibited on the side of the 
RespondentManagement as Management Exhibits M2 to 
M75 . In the cross examination of the common witness for 
theManagementMW1, no suggestion is pulto him about 
the work of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom De 
partinent. No suggestion was put in the cross examination 
OCMW1that the particulörs furnished in the scrvicc ccruiſi 
cates produced by the Petitioners are not bogus but they 
are genuine. On thc side of the Petitioners , no one has 
been examined as a witness to prove the service certifi 
cates they are relying upon . The officials in the Telecom 
Department, who said to have issued those certificates 
have not been examined by thc Pctitioners to prove their 
respective service certificates . From thcsc conimon cvi 
dence available , it is seen that these Petitioners have worked 
for few days by assisting the regular staff of the Respon 
dent/ Telecom Department in carrying out the departmental 
work as Casual Labourers . From the available evidence , it 
is .sccn that these Petitioners were engaged as Casual 
Labourers by the regular departmental workmen for the 
seasonal work of the department they were attending and 
they were disengaged on completion of the particular work , 
From this it is scen that the contention of the Petitioner in 
the Claim Statement that the work will be available always 
and it is perennial type of work are all false. The Petitioners 
who have been examined as common witnesses for work 
inçn as WW1 and WW2 have admiucd that they were 
engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular stall of the 
department only to assist them for doing the departmental 
work as and when it was necessary. From the evidence 
availablc in this case, it is seen that Petitioners who have 
been working as casualmazdoors temporarily by assisung 
the regular and permanent staff of Respondent Telecom 
Department have disengaged , since the work they were 
attended were completed and there was no furtherwork for 
them to do . So from the materials available in this case by 
way of exhibits and evidence, it is clearly established by 
the RespondentManagement by production of original 
mustcr rolls which have been referred to in service certifi 
catcs of thç Petitioners that the Petitioners have never 
worked as Casual Labourers under those muster rolls for 
the said period and have not been paid wages by the dc 
partment. From this, it is seen as contended by the learned 
counsel for the Respondent Management in huis argument 
that the particulars given in the service certificates pro 
duced by the Petitioners are not truc particulars but they 
are bogus certificates. If really, the particulars given in the 
service certificates relicd upon by the Petitioners are true , 
the Respondent/Department would have bçen granted 
them temporary status mazdoors for Casual Labourers 
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From the evidence available in these cases , it is abundantly 
proved by the Respondent/Department that these 
Petitioners have not worked continuously from 1984 to 
1995. Further, it is seen from the evidence available that the 
Pctitioner were engaged by the department as Casual 
Labourer only for a short period as and when required and 
he was given wages on daily rated basis . It is the evidence 
of MW 1 that thc work the Petitioners were doing as 
Casual Labourers was only seasonal work and it was not 
a continuous one and it is not available all through the 
year, It cannot be denied that the work these Petitioners 
attended as Casual Labourers in the Respondent/ 
Managementdepartment were only development work like 
opening new telephone exchanges and strengthening the 
existing cxchanges and they were done as project works 
and on completion of thatwork , these Petitioners have no 
work in the department to continue in service. It is the 
definite evidence ofMWI that on checking the service 
particulars given by the Peutioners, the department has 
found that the particulars they furnished are not true and 
they were found to be bogus. All these things cannot be 
denied . It has been demonstrated before this Tribunalby 
the Respondent/Management by relevant documents that 
the names of thePetitioners were not available in the origi 
nal muster rolls that has been mentioned in their scrvicc 
certificates. From this, it is established that the particulars 
given in their service certificates arc false No date of issuç 
of those service certificates is available in the servicc 
certificates. The Petitioners who have been examined as 
common witnesses for thesc Petitioners as WW1 and 
WW2 also have not stated in their evidence , the dates on 
which they were issued thosc service certificates by the 
concerned officials in the department. If they were really 
issued by the officials of the Respondenų Telecom Depart 
incnt as a record for their service in the department, the 
Pctitioner would not have been failed to mention all these 
things in their respective Claim Statements. The non -men 
tion of the same in their Claim Statements and the produc 
tion or dlıcsc ccrificates without any basis during trial of 
the cases before this Tribunal go to show that these 
Potitioners have created them for the purpose of these 
cascs as thc Respondent/Management containcd its From 
the availablematerials, it is scen that the RespondentMan 
agement in regular course did not employ Petitioners and 
they were not given independent work , so the question of 
retrenchment from scrvicc does not at all arışç . So under 
such circumstances , the question of Respondents not ſol 
lowing the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and 
the issuance of prior notice and compensation under sec 
tion 25F of Industrial Dispulcs Act, 1947 will not at all 
arisc , As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court, 
the Petitioner has 10 prove conclusively with acccptable, 
legal cvidence that he has worked in the Respondent 
Telecom Departmentas a Casual Labour for a continuous 
period of 240 days preceding the date on which they have 
been discngaged from work . In the absence of such evi 


dence on the side of the Petitioner ,it can be concluded that 
they have no right to claim even conferment of temporary 
status of casual mazdoors and also to claim reinstatement 
in service in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. So , 
under such circumstances, from the available materials it is 
seen that the action of the Management of Telecom De 
partment in not engaging thesc Petitioners as casual 
mazdoors, subsequent to completion of work for which 
they lave engaged is legal and justified . Hence , this Peti 
tioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed for in his Claim 
Statement. Thus, the point is answered accordingly. 

6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April , 2002 .) 

K .KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W .W .I- Sh . K . Umapathy (Pctitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 
W . W .2 - Sh .K -Mohan (Petitioner in I.D . 262/2001) 
For the II Party/Management: - 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P. Chandrasekar ((DE ) Legal & Commercial)] 

Examined in I. D .No. 11 /2001 and has taken as 

Common evidence in this case 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Pary /Workmen : 
W1Series(7 ) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners. 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series ( 7) - Xerox copy ofthe service certificates issued 

in favour of Pctitioners. 
For the II Parv/Management: 
MI- Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
M2- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 05850 
M3- 

Xerox copy of M .R . No . 05851 
M4 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 19 /04693 
M7 Xerox copy of M .R .No. 18 /04693 
M8- 

Xerox copy of M . R No. 3/06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .9/06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
MII - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 6 /06115 
M12 . Xerox copy of M . R No. 5 /06115 
M 3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 / 06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 1/08511 
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M60 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 15 / 20861 
M61 . Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /20861 
M62 . Xerox copy of M . R No. 12 /20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of MR No. 11/ 20863 
M64 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 11/20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R No .09/ 20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 03 /20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of MR No. 14 /20867 
M69 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 02 /20868 
M70 . Xerox copy of M .R No. 12 / 20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 06 / 21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 13/ 27 
M73 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 19/29 
M74 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 4/29 
M75 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /29 
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कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi,the 21st May, 2002 

$. 0 . 1977. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 720 / 
2001) of the CentralGovernment Industrial Tribunal Labour 
Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 10 
the management of Telecom Deptt . and their workman , 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-5 -2002. 

No. L - 40012 / 133 /99 - R (DU ) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
Present : K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 720 /2001 
(Tamil Nadu Principal Labour Court C .G .I.D . No. 370 /99 ) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d ) of sub - section ( 1) and sub -section (2 A ) of 
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Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), 
between Sri R . Vijayakeerthy and theManagement of the 
Telecommunications,Kancheepuram Dist., Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri R Vijayakeerthy · I Party /Workman 

AND 
The General Manager, : II Party /Management 
Telccommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist ., Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : — 
For the Workman : M /s. M .Gnanasekaran , 

C . Premavathy , Advocates 
For the Management : Shri K . Sambasivam 

Addl. C .G .S.C . 
The Govt. of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise of 
powers conferred by clausc (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub 
section (2A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial Dispute 
for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012 / 133/ 99 /IR (DU ) 
dated 29.09.1999 . 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Principal Labour Court,where it was taken on file as 
C .G .I.D . No. 370 / 99. When the matter was pending enquiry 
in that Principal Labour Court , the Govt. of India ,Ministry 
of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case from 
thal PrincipalLabour Court 10 this Tribunal for adjudication . 
On rcccipt of records from that Principal Labour Court , the 
casc has been taken on ſilcas 1. D . No . 720 /2001 and notices 
were sent to the counsel on record on either side, informing 
them about the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a 
direction to appcar before this Tribunal on 18 - 10 -2001. On 
rcccipi of nolice from this Tribunal, the counsels on cither 
side present along with their respective partics and 
proscculcd thc casc ſurther. 

When the matter came up before me for final 
hearing on 01-01- 2002, upon perusing thc Claim 
Stalcmcnt. Counter Statement, the othermaterial papers 
on record , the oral and documentary cvidence lct in on 
cither side as common cvicdence for this case and the 
conncclcd similar cascs and aſicr hearing the arguments 
advanced by the Icarncd counsel for ihc II Party / 
Management alonc, this matter having stodd over till 
this datc for consideration , this Tribunal has passed 
the following : 

AWARD 
The IndustrialDispute reſerred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt , for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows — 

" Whcthcr tlic action of the Gencral Manager, 
Telecom , Chengalpattu in terminating the scrvices or Shri 
R . Vijavakçorthy. CasualMazdoor is lcgaland justificd ? Iſ 
not. 10 whatrelief is hc cnițilled ?" 


2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are friefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sri Vijayakoerthy (hereinafter 
refers to as Petitioncr) was engaged as casual labour in the II 
party /Management Telecom Department (hereinafter refers 
to as Respondent) on 19-09 -84 for digging, drawing wires , 
laying posts and for other allied jobs as directed by his 
superiors . He was paid nominal wages of Rs. 6 ,50 as daily 
rated wages. Though the Petitioner has been continuously 
working with the Respondent, and has put in 1264 mumber of 
days of service , he had not been regularised . The Department 
of Telecommunication in order to absorb the casualmazdoors 
working in the department for a long period formulated a 
Schemeknown as casual mazdoors (Grantof Temporary Status 
and Regularisation ) Scheme. The Respondent/ Telecom 
Department failed to confer temporary status on the Petitioner 
under the said Scheme,which is illegal and arbitrary . The I 
Party Workman has been deniod employment w .e.f. 16 -06 -95 
and , when his services were terminated he was getting 
Rs. 60/- as daily wages. When he approached the concerned 
authority for conferment of temporary status, he was informed 
that he will be taken back to duty. The Petitioner was waiting 
for orders from the Respondent Telecom Department 
regarding his reengagement.However, he has not received 
any orders nor he was taken back to duty so far. His service 
was utilised for the regular work that is perennial in nature . 
Therefore, when the work and the necessity to engage the 
Petitioner continuous, there is no reason or justification for 
denying the employment to the Petitioner. No reason was 
given by the Respondent/Telecom Department for terminating 
the services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed to 
follow the principles of natural justice. No enquiry was 
conducted and thc Petitioner was not given any opportunity 
before his scrvices were discontinued . The Petitioner has put 
in more than a decade continuous service and the termination 
of his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 25F of 
the Industrial Dispulcs Act, 1947 . Further , the Petitioner was 
not given any notice or compensation in terms of the said 
provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Hence, the action 
of the Respondent Department in terminating the services of 
thc Pctitioner without notice or compensation is ab initio void 
and the Petitioner is deemed to be continuous in service and 
therefore, is entitled to be reinstated with all other service 
benefits including arrears of back wages. The Respondent 
ought to have conferred temporary status as per the temporary 
status schemeand further absorbed him against regularGroup 
D post. The Respondent/ Telecom Department s action in not 
doing so is illegal and arbitrary. Hence, this industrial dispute 
has been raised against the Respondent Telecom Department 
for a declaration that theorder of termination datod 16 -6 - 95 is 
illegal and arbitrary and consequently for a direction to the 
RcspondentManagementto reinstate the Petitioner in service 
w .e.f. 16 -6 - 1995 and to pay all arrcars of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits. 
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3. The II Party Management Telecom Department has 
filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations of the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statementabout his appointment as 
Casual Labour on 19 .09. 1984 and his contention about 
continuous working with the Respondent Department for 
a period of 1264 number of days of service and the alleged 
termination of the Petitioner from service on 16 -06 - 1995. It 
is further alleged that the Petitioner was engaged purely 
on casual basis for the unskilled work i.e. to carry out 
digging , drawing out wires, laying posts and for other 
casual works on daily rated wages for a short spell during 
1995 for a period of 228 days only. The department used 
to engage the Petitioner as and when there was work . In 
1989 , a Scheme called Grant of Temporary Status to 
Casual Labourers was introduced for the Casual Labourers 
who actually worked . The essential conditions of the 
schemeare : - 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31.3. 1985; 
2 . He should be currently employed on thc date of 

the implementation of Schemei.e. 01. 10 .89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous ser 

vice in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01. 10 . 1989; and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year. 

The pctitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner 
did not fulfií all the aforesaid mandatory conditions ho 
could not bc granou TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner werc scrutinized and found to 
be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service cer 
tificates with a view to get the benefits like regularisation 
etc . from the department. So , the departmentdid not con 
sider the claim of the Petitioner. The alleged work done by 
the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in naturc . As on 
date, the department is not engaging Casual Labour like 
the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since there is no 
work and there is no post . there is no scope for the 
Petitioner for his re-employment in the Respondent Telecom 
Department. The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis 
as and when required by the department, hence,he is not 
eligible for reinstatement as per the law and as well as 
Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme. Hence, it is prayed 
that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the 
claim petition 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
the evidence given in I.D .No. 136 /2001 on either side can 


be treated as common evidence for all these cases. On the 
side of the Petitioner/Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner 
in D . No. 156 /2001, and Sri K . Mohan , Petitioner in I.D . No. 
262/ 2001 have been examined as WW1 and WW2 respec 
tively. As per the memo filed by the learned counsel for 
the Respondent Management, the evidence given by one 
Divisional Engineer ,Mr. P. Chandrasekar, who has been 
examined as a common witness MWI in I. D .No . 
11 /2001, has been treated as a common evidence for this 
casc and other similar connected cases. On the side of the 
Petitioner, the xerox copy of the service certificates have 
been marked as common Workmen exhibits . On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate of 
WW1 ſiled before the conciliating authority carlier and the 
Xerox copies of the originalmuster rolls which are mentioned 
in thosc Service certificates under Ex. W 110 W 3 have been 
marked as Ex.MI,M2 10M75 . The learned counsel for the II 
Party Management has advanced his arguments. 

5. The Point for my consideration is - 

"Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecom , Chengalpattu in terminating the service of Shri 
R . Vijayakeerthy, Casual Mazdoor is legal and justified ? If 
not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 

Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry, asper the 
request of the learned counsel on either side , a joint trial of 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been con 
ducted Two out of thesc Petitioners have been examined 
as WW I and WW2. W 1 series,W2and W 3 series, the 
service certificates of WW1 and WW2 respectively have 
been marked . On the side of the Management the Xerox 
copy of the services certificate of WW 1 filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
originalmuster rollswhich are mentioned in those Service 
certificatesunder Ex .Wito W 3 have been marked as Ex .MI, 
M2 10 M 75 . Apart from these documents the other Peti 
tioners also filed in Court individually in their respective 
cases as the service certificates issucd to them mentioning 
their service particulars , which are remained unmarked 
documents . The common claim made by all these Petition 
ers in their respective industrial dispute against the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department is that the termination 
of the Petitioners from service by the RespondentMan 
agement is illegal and they must be reinstated in serviceby 
the Respondent Management from the date of their rc 
spective termination from service as mentioned in their 
respective Claim Statements. They have raised these claims 
bascd on the service records. Thcy were filed into Court in 
their respective cases. WW1 and WW 2 have spoken 
about their respective service certificates thcy have filed 
into Court in their respective cases. In the cross examina 
tion of both the Petitioners WW1 and WW 2, they have 
admitted that they have given their service particulars to 
the Respondent/Department as per the direction of the 
department for consideration to confer temporary status 
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mazdoor only . It is their further contention in the evidence 
that at the inception when they met the Telecom people , 
who were doing the work of the department near their 
house , requested those permanent employees of the Re 
spondent/ Telecom Department like lineman to give them 
work and as per their direction they went to sce the Assis 
tant Engincer, and requested him to provide work in the 
Respondent Department. WW1 and WW2 who have de 
posed as common witnesses for these Petitioners have 
stated in the cross examination that they have not men 
tioned all these things in their Claim Statements and they 
have not mentiored so in their earlier Claim Statements 
filed before the Regional Commissioner of Labour, Chennai, 
in the conciliation proceedings. They further say that they 
do not know the name of the Assistant Engineer, whom 
they met and asked for work . It is their further evidence , 
that they used to get the wages by signing the muster rolls 
and the numbers ofmuster rolls mentioned in their respec 
tive service certificates are true and correct and their re 
spective names are available in those original muster rolls 
mentioned in their respective service certificates . They fur 
ther say in the cross examination that they mentioned in 
their respective Claim Statements that they were given ser 
vice certificates by the Assistant Engineer for the days 
they worked in the Respondent/Department. They have 
also denied the suggestion in the cross examination , that 
the service certificates produced by these Petitioners in 
their respective cases are all false certiſicates and they 
were created by them . They have also denied the sugges 
tion that they have not worked in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department for the period they havementioned by days in 
their respective Claim Ştatements. On the side of the Re 
spondent/Management, the evidence given by Divisional 
Engineer, one Mr. P . Chandrasekar as MW1 earlier has been 
treated as common evidence for this case and similar con 
nected other cases as per the memo filed by the learned 
counsel for the Respondent Management. According to 
the Petitioner, he was engaged by the RespondentMan 
agement Department of Telecommunication as casual 
mazdoor in the year 1984 and worked continuously till 1995 . 
as he has stated in his Claim Statement. It is his further 
allegation in the Claim Statement that all of a sudden he 
was terminated and the action of the Respondent/Man 
agernent, Telecommunication Department in terminating him 
from service in not following the provisions of the Indus 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. Since 
the said action of the RespondentManagement is illegal, 
he must be reinstated in service by the RespondentMan 
agement from the cate of the alleged termination of service 
in the vear 1904. But it is the contention of the Respon 
dent anagrint and also the evidence ofMWlatser 
11cc ccrtificates filed by the Petitioners are all false and 
created by themselves and they have notmentioned any 
thing with regard to availability of service certificates in 
their Claim Statements. The learned counsel for the Re 
spondent Management would further contend that in the 


Claim Statementof the Petitioners nothing has been men 
tioned as to who appoint them and where they have worked 
and who in the Respondent Department has terminated 
them from service . There is no appointment order as well 
as the termination order passed by the RespondentMan 
agement for these Petitioners to claim that thcy were ap 
pointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Department and they 
were terminated against the provisions of Industrial Dis 
putes Act, 1947. According to the Managementof Telecom 
Department, these people were engaged in the year 1995 
and some persons were engaged at the end of 1994 for 
assisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom De 
partment for laying the cables, and erecting poles and other 
connected casual works. It is the specific stand of the Re 
spondentManagement that all these Petitioners have not 
worked for 240 days and in the Counter Statement filed by 
the RespondentManagement in their respective cases , the 
days for which the concerned Petitioner had worked in the 
Respondent/Department has been clearly given . It is their 
further contention that Service certificates relied upon by 
thesc Petitioners as issued by the officials of the Respon 
dent/ Telecom Departmentwere not issued by the depart 
ment and they were created by the Petitioners themselves 
and the particulars of the alleged service in the Telecom 
Departmentmentioned in the scrvice certificates said to 
have been issued by the officials of the Respondent/De 
partment from 1984 to 1995 are all bogus. By sufficient 
documentary evidence , evidence through Ex. M2 to M75 
originalmuster rolls in the cross examination of WW1 and 
WW2 and through the common cvidence of MWI it has 
been established that the particulars given in the service 
certificates by the Petitioners are bogus. WW1 and WW2 
have clearly admitted in their cross examination when thcir 
attention have been drawn to the entries in the original 
muster rolls mentioned in their service certificates that their 
names have not been available in the original muster rolls, 
maintained by the Telecom Department. The xerox copy of 
those muster rolls have been exhibited on the side of the 
RespondentManagement as Management Exhibits M2 to 
M75 . In the cross examination of the common witness for 
the ManagementMW1, no suggestion is put to him about 
the work of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom 
Department. No suggestion was put in the cross examina 
tion of MW1 that the particulars furnished in the service 
certificates produced by the Petitioners are not bogus but 
i pare genuine. On the side of the Petitioners, no one has 

cen examined as a witness to prove the service certifi 
cates they are relying upon . The officials in the Telecom 
Department, who said to have issued those certificates 
have not been examined by the Petitioners to prove their 
respective service curtificates. From these common evi 
dence available, it is seen that thcsc Petitioners have workod 
for few days by assisting the regular staff of the Respon 
dent Telecom Department in Camping out the departmental 
work as Casual Labout . Fro, the available evidence, it 
is seen that these I do were engaged * m ual 
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Labourers by the regular departmental workmen for the 
Seasonal work of the department they were attending and 
they were discngaged on completion of the particular work . 
From this it is scen that the contention of įhc Pctitioner in 
thic Claim Statement that the work will be availablc always 
and it is perennial type of work are all false . The Petitioners 
who have been examined as common witnesses for work 
men as WWI and WW2 havc admitted that they were 
cngaged as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the 
departmentonly to assist them for doing the departmental 
work as and when it was necessary , From the evidence 
available in this case , it is seen that Petitioners who have 
heen working as casualmazdoors temporarily by assisting 
the regular and permanent staff of Respondent/ Telecom 
Department have discngaged , since the work they were 
attended were completed and there was no further work for 
them to do . So from the materials available in this casc by 
way of exhibits and evidence, it is clearly established by 
the RespondentManagement by production of original 
muster rolls which have been 
referred to in service certificates of the Petitioners that the 
Petitioners havc ncicr worked as Casual Labourers under 
those muster rolls for the suid period and have not been 
paid wages by the department. From this, it is seen as 
contended by the learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Manageinent in his argument that the particulars given in 
the service certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
truc particulars but they are bogus certificates. If really. 
the particulars given in the service certificates relied upon 
by thic Pctitioners are true, the Respondent Department 
would have granted them tcmporary status mazdoors for 
Casual Labourer. From the evidence available in thesc 
cases, it is abundantly proved by the Respondent/Depart 
menu that ulicse Petitioners have not worked continuously 
from 1984 10 1995. Further, it is seen from the evidence 
available that the Petitioners were engaged by the depart 
nicni as Casual Labourer only for short period as and 
when required and he was given wages on daily rated ba 
şiş . It is the cvidcncc ofMW 1 that the work the Pctitioners 
were doing as Casual Labourer was only seasonal work 
and it was not a continuous onc and it is not available all 
through thc ycar. It cannot be denied that thic work these 
Petitioners attended as CasualLabourers in the Respon 
dent/Management department were only development 
Work like opening new telephone exchanges and strength 
euingde cuising exchanges and they were done as project 
works and on completion of that work , thcsc Petitioners 
bave no work in the department to continue in scrvice. It is 
thic deſinte evidence of MWIthat on checking the service 
particulars given by thc Petitioners, the department has 
found that the particular they furnished are not true and 
they were found 10 be bogus All these things cannot be 
denicd . It has a been demonstrated bcforc this Tribunalby 
thic RespondentManagcinent by relevant documents that 
The names of the Petitioners were not available in the origi 
nal muster rolls that has been mcntioned in their service 


certificates. From this , it is established that the particulars 
given in their service certificates are falsc . No date of issue 
of those scrvicc certificates is available in the service cer 
tificates . The Petitioners who have been examined as com 
mon witnesses for these Petitioners as WWI and WW2 
also have not stated in their evidence, the dates on which 
they were issued thosc service certificates by the con 
cerned officials in the department. If they were really is 
sued by the officials of thc Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment as a record for their service in the department, the 
Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all these 
things in their respective Claim Ştatements . The non -men 
tion of the same in their Claim Statements and the produc 
tion of these certificates without any basis , during trial of 
the cases before this Tribunal go to show that thcsc Peti 
tioners have created them for the purpose of these cases 
as the Respondent/Management contends it. From the 
available materials, it is seen that the Respondent/Man 
agement in regular course did not employ Petitioners and 
they were not given independent work , so the question of 
retrenchment from service does not at all arisc . So under 
such circumstances, the question of Respondents not 
following the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
and the issuance of prior notice and compensation under 
Section 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all 
arise. As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court , 
the Pctitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable, 
legal evidence that hc has worked in the Respondent/ 
Telecom Deparıment as a Casual Labour for a continuous 
period of 240 days prcccding the date on which they have 
been disengaged from work . In the absence of such evi 
dence on the side of the Petitioner, it can be concluded that 
they have no right to claim even conferment of temporary 
status of casualmazdoors and also to claim reinstatement 
in servicc in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. So , 
under such circumstances, from the availablc materials it is 
seen that the action of the Manageinent of Telecom De 
partment in not cngaging these Petitioners as casual 
mazdoors, subsequent to completion of work for which 
they have engaged is legal and justified . Hence , this Peti 
tioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed for in his Claim 
Statement. Thus, the point is answered accordingly. 

6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not cntiulcd to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , correcicd and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April , 2002.) 

K .KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examincd : 
For the I Party Workmen : 
WW1 - Sh , K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I. D . 156 /2001) 
W . W .2 - Sh . K . Mohan (Petitioner in I.D . 262/ 2001) 
For the II Party /Management: - 
M .W . 1 - Sh . P. Chandrasekar [DE (Legal & Commercial)] 
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Examined in I.D .No. 11/ 2001 and has taken as Com 

mon evidencc in this case . 
Common Documents Marked : - - 
For the I Party Workmen : 
W1- Series(7) - Original service certificates issucd in favour 

of Petitioners. 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series (7) - Xerox copy of the service certificates issued 

in favour of Petitioners. 
For the N Party Management: 
MI- Xerox copy of the scrvice certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.05851 
M4 - XcTox copy of M . R . No.07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M . R . No .07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /04693 
M7 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /04693 
M8- Xerox copy of M .R . No .3/06114 
M9 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 9 /06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06114 
MIL - Xcroscopy of M .R .No.6 /06115 
M12 - Xeroxcopvof M .R .No.5/ 06115 
MI3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M15 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /07289 
M 16 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.7 /4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of M . R No.4 /4431 
M18 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /15 948 
M19 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
M20 Xerox copy of M .R . No .21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 13/08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .23/08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/08514 
M25 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 15 /20861 
M 26 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12/20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03 / 20867 
M30 . Xerox copy of M .R . No.02/20868 
M31 - Xerox copy ofMR. No. 13/20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12 / 20869 


M33 - Xerox copy of M .R. No.23/20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 20 /0463 1 
M35 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.4 /5 
M39 . Xerox copy of M .R . No .7 /5 
M40 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /5 
M41 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 5 
M42 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 17/5 
M43 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 22 / 5 
M14 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.4/59 
M45 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 8 /06216 
M47 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.7/4427 
M49 - Xerox copy of M .R . No, 15 /06117 
M50 - Xeroxcopy of M . R .No.9 /06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.6 /06115 
M53. Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 1/08511 
M55 . Xerox copy of M . R . No .2 /08511 
M 56 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.22/08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.23/08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 /20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 / 20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12/20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 11/20863 
M64 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19/20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 11/ 20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.09/20866 
M67. Xerox copy of M .R . No.03/20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M .R ,No. 14/20867 
M69 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.02/20868 
M70 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12 /20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 06 / 21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 13/ 27 
M73 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19/29 
M74 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4/29 
M75 - Xorox copy of M . R . No.20 /29 
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विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, 

अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विषाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औधोगिक 
3f4a , #775 Ter ( HGH HOT 719 /2001 ) # Yahlfer 
hat , + 414 mm 21 - 5 - 2002 BÌ HIR EHI ĐI 1 

( F . TS7 - 40012/134 /99 - 3715 . ( 57. .) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 


The Govt . of India , Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub - section (1 ) and 
sub -section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of IndustrialDispute Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No . L - 40012 / 134/ 
99 /IR (DU ) dated 29 - 09 - 1999 , 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Principal Labour Court, where it was taken on filc 
as C .G .I. D . No. 369/ 99. When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Principal Labour Court, the Govt. of India , 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
case from that Principal Labour Court to this Tribunal 
for adjudication . On receipt of records from that Principal 
Labour Court , the casc has been taken on file as I. D . No . 
719 / 2001 and notices were sent to the counsel on record 
on either side , informing them about the transfer of this 
case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before 
this Tribunal on 18 - 10 - 2001. On receipt of notice from this 
Tribunal, the counsels on either side present along with 
their respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 

When the matter came up before me for final 
hearing on 01-. 04 - 2002 , upon perusing the Claim 
Statement, Counter Statement, the other material papers 
on record , the oral and documentary evidence let in on 
cither side as common evidence for this case and the 
connected similar cases and after hearing the arguments 
advanced by the learned counsel for the II Party / 
Management alone,this matter having stood over till this 
date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following : 


New Delhi,the 21st May, 2002 

S . O 1978 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
719 / 2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court , Chennai now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of Telecom Deptt . and their 
workman , which was rcccived by the Central Government 
on 21 - 5 - 2002. 

No. L - 40012 / 134 / 99 - IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday , the 30th April , 2002 
Present; K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO.719 /2001 
( Tamil Nadu Principal Labour Court CGID . No. 369/ 

99 ) 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clausc (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and sub -section 2 ( A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 ( 14 of 
1947 ), between Sri S . Ravi and the Management of the 
Telecommunications, Kancheepuram Dist., Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri S . Ravi 

: 1 Party/Workman 

AND 
The General Manager , II Party /Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist., Chennai. 
Appearance: 
For the Workman : M /s .M .Gnanasekaran , 

C . Premavathy 

Advocates 
For the Management : Şri K . Sambasivam 

Addl. C .G . S . C . 


AWARD 
The IndustrialDispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: - - 

" Whether the action of the General Manager , 
Telecom , Chengalpattu in terminating the services of 
S . Shri S . Ravi, CasualMazdoor is legal and justified ? If 
not, to what relief , is he entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows: -- 

The I Party /Workman Sri S . Ravi (herein 
after refers to as Petitioner)was engaged as casual labour 
in the Il Party /Management Telecom Department 
(hereinafter refers to as Respondent) on 22 - 02 -84 for 
digging, drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal 
wages of Rs.6 . 50 as daily rated wages . Though the 
Petitioner has been continuously working with the 
Respondent, and has put in 1840 number of days of 
service ,he had not been regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casual 
mazdoors working in the department for a long period 
formulated a Schemc known as casual mazdoors (Grant 
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of Temporary status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The 191 days only . The department used to engage the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department failed to confer Petitioner as and when there was work . In 1989 , a Scheme 
temporary status on the Petitioner under the said Scheme, called Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers 
which is illegal and arbitrary . The I party /Workman has was introduced for the Casual Labourers who actually 
been denied employment w . c.f. 25 - 05 - 1995 and , when worked . The essential conditions of the scheme are : 
his services were terminated he was getting Rs. 60/ - as 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged 
daily wages. When he approached the concerned authority 

prior to 31- 3 - 1985; 
for conferment of temporary status, he was informed that 
hę will be taken back to duty. The Petitioner was waiting 

2 . He should be currently emplolyed on the 
for orders from the Respondent/ Telecom Department 

date of the implementation of Schemc i.e . 
regarding his re - engagement. However, he has not 

01- 10 -89 ; 
received any orders nor he was taken back to duty so far . 

3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 
His service was utilised for the regular work that is 

service in any one of the preceding years prior 
perennial in nature . Therefore , when the work and the 

to 01- 10 -1989, and 
necessity to engage the Petitioner continuous, there is no 

4 . There should not be a break for a period of 
reason or justification for denying the employment to the 

more than one year. 
Petitioner . No reason was given by the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for terminating the services of the 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the 

particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
principles of natural justice. No enquiry was conducted 

also furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner 
and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before 

did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
his services were discontinued . The petitioner has put in 

could not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
more than a decade continuous service and the termination 

submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
of his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 

to be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service 
25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Further, the 

certificates with a view to get the benefits like 
Petitioner was not given any notice or compensation in 

regularisation etc . from the department. So , the 
terms of the said provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 

department did not consider the claim of the Petitioner. 
1947 Hence , the action of the Respondent/Department 

The alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled 
in terminating the services of the Petitioner withoutnotice 

and perennial in nature. As on date , the department is not 
or compensation is ab initio void and the Petitioner is 

engaging Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any 
deemed to be in continuous in service and therefore, is 

purpose and also not doing such type of work as done by 
entitled to be reinstated with all other service benefits 

the Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, 
including arrears of back wages. The Respondent ought 

there is no scope for the Petitioner for his re -employment 
to have conferred temporary status as per the temporary 

in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. The Petitioner 
status scheme and further absorbed him against regular 

was engaged on casual basis as and when required by the 
Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom Department s 

department, hence, he is not eligible for reinstatement as 
action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary . Hence , this 

per the law and as well as Temporary status Mazdoor 
industrial dispute has been raised against the Respondent/ 

Scheme. Hence , it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal 
Telecom Department for a declaration that the order of 

may be pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 
termination dated 25 -05 -95 is illegal and arbitrary and 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
consequently for a direction to the Respondent / learned counsel on either side represented that this case 
Management to reinstate the Pctitioner in service w . e.f. along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
25 -05 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
other attendant benefits. 

Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly 
3 . The Il party Management Telecom Department 

and the evidence given in I.D . No . 156 /2001 on either 
has filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations of 

side can be treated as common evidence for all these cases . 
the Petitioner in the Claim Statement about his 

On the side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy, 
appointment as Casual Labour on 22 -02 - 84 and his 

Petitioner in I.D . No. 156 /2001, and Sri K , Mohan , 

Petitioner in I.D . No. 262/2001 have been examined as 
contention about continuous working with the 
Respondent/Department for a period of 1840 number of 

WW1 and WW2 respectively . As per the memo filed by 
days of service and the alleged termination of the 

the learned counsel for the RespondentManagement, the 
Petitioner from service on 25 -05 - 1995 . It is further alleged 

evidence given by one Divisional Engineer, Mr. P . 
that the Petitioner was engaged purely on cassual basis 

Chandrasekar, who has been examined as a common 
for the unskilled work i.e. to carry out digging, drawing 

witness MWI in I. D . No. 11 / 2001, has treated as a 
out wires , laying posts and for other casual works on daily 

common cvidence for this case and other similar 
rated wages for a short spell during 1995 for a period of 

connected cases. On the side of the Petitioner , the xerox 
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copy of the service certificates have bcen marked as 
common Workmen exhibits. On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate 
of WW1 filed before the conciliating authority earlier 
and the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which 
are mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex . W1 
to W3 have been marked as Ex . MI, M2 to M75 . The 
Icarned counsel for the Il Party /Managementhas advanced 
his arguments . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is 
" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecom , Chengalpattu in terminating the services 
of Shri S . Ravi, Casual Mazdoor is legal and 

justificd ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?” 
Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
been conducted two out of these Petitioners have been 
cxamined as WW1 and WW2. W1 series, W2 and W3 
series, the service certificates of WWI and WW2 
respectively have been marked . On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate 
of WWI filed beforc the conciliating authority carlier 
and the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which 
are mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex . W : 
to W3 have been marked as Ex,M1, M2 to M75 . Apart 
from these documents the other Petitioners also filed in 
Court individually in their respective cases as the service 
certificates issued to them mentioning their service 
particulars , which are remained unmarked documents . 
The common claim made by all these Petitioners in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent/ 
Telecoin Department is that the termination of the 
Petitioners from service by the RespondentManagement 
is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 
Respondent/Management from the date of their respective 
termination from scrvice as mentioned in their respective 
Clain Statements. They have raised these claimsbased 
on the service records. They were filed into Court in their 
respective cases. WW1 and WW2have spoken about their 
respective service certificates they have filed into Court 
in their respective cases. In the cross examination of both 
the Petitioners WW1and WW2, they have admitted that 
they have given their service particulars to the 
Respondent /Department as per the direction of the 
department for consideration to confer temporary status 
mazdoors only . It is their further contention in the 
evidence that at the inception when they met the Telecom 
people , who were doing the work of the department near 
their house , requested those permanent employees of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department like lineman to give 
them work and as per their direction they went to see the 
Assistant Engineer, and requested him to provide work 
in the Respondent Department. WW1 and WW2 who 


have deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners 
have stated in the cross examination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and 
they have not mentioned so in their carlier Claim 
Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
further say that they do notknow the name of the Assistant 
Engineer, whom they met and asked for work . It is their 
further evidence, that they used to get the wages by signing 
themuster rolls and the numbers ofmuster rolls mentioned 
in their respective service certificates are true and correct 
and their respective names are available in thosc original 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective service 
certificates. They further say in the cross examination 
that they mentioned in their respective Claim Statements 
that they were given service certificates by the Assistant 
Engineer for the days they worked in the 
Respondent/Department. They have also denied the 
suggestion in the cross examination , that the service 
certificates produced by these Petitioners in their 
respective cases are all false certificates and they were 
created by them . They have also denied the suggestion 
that they have not worked in the Respondent Telecom 
Department for the period they have mentioned by days 
in their respective Claim Statements . On the side of the 
Respondent /Management, the evidence given by 
Divisional Engineer , one Mr. P . Chandrasekar as MW1 
earlier has been treated as common evidence for this case 
and similar connected other cases as per the memo filed 
by the learned counsel for the Respondent Management. 
According to the Petitioner, he was engaged by the 
RespondentManagement Department of Telecommuni 
cation as casual mazdoor in the year 1984 and worked 
continuously till 1995, as he has stated in his Claim 
Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim 
Statement that all of a sudden he was terminated and the 
action of the Respondent/Management, Telecommuni 
cation Department in terminating him from service in 
not following the provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act , 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. Since the said 
action of the Respondent Management is illegal, he must 
be reinstated in service by the RespondentManagement 
from the date of the alleged termination of service in the 
year 1995 . But it is the contention of the 
Respondent/Management and also the evidence ofMWI 
that service certificates filed by the Petitioners are all 
false and created by themselves and they have not 
mentioned anything with regard to availability of service 
certificates in their Claim Statements. The learned counsel 
for the RespondentManagement would further contend 
that in the Claim Statement of the Petitioners 
nothing has been mentioned as to who appoint them and 
where they have worked and who in the Respondent 
Department has terminated them from service . There is 
no appointment order as well as the termination order 
passed by the Respondent /Management for these 
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Petitioners to claim that he was appointed by the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department and he was terminated 
against the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . 
According to theManagement of Telecom Department, 
these people were engaged in the year 1995 and some 
persons were engaged at the end of 1994 for assisting the 
regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
laying the cables, and erecting poles and other connected 
casual works. It is the specific stand of the Respondent/ 
Management that all these Petitioners have not worked 
for 240 days and in the Counter Statement filed by the 
Respondent Management in their respective cases, the 
days for which the concerned Petitioner had worked in 
the Respondent Department hasbeen clearly given . It is 
their further contention that services certificates relied 
upon by these Petitioners as issucd by the officials of the 
Respondent Telecom Department were not issued by 
the department and they were created by the Petitioners 
themselves and the particulars of the alleged service in 
the Telecom Department inentioned in the service 
certificates said to have been issued by the officials of 
the Respondent Departinent from 1984 to 1995 are all 
bogus. By sufficient documentary evidence , evidence 
through Ex.M2 to M73 original muster rolls in the cross 
examination of WWI and WW2 and through the cominon 
evidence of MWI it has been established that the 
particulars given in the service certificates by the 
Petitioners are bogus. WWI and WW2 have clearly 
admitted in their cross examination when their attention 
have been drawn to the entries in the originalmuster rolls 
inentioned in their service certificates that their names 
have not been available in the original muster rolls, 
maintained by the Telecom Department. The xerox 
copy of those muster rolls have been exhibited on the 
side of the Respondent/Manageinent as Management 
Exhibits M2 to M75. In the cross examination of the 
common witness for the Management MWI, no 
suggestion is put to him about thc work of the Petitioner 
for 240 days in the Telecom Department. No suggestion 
was put in the cross examination of MWI that the 
particulars furnished in the service certificates produced 
by the Petitioners are not bogus but they are genuinc. On 
the side of the Petitioners, no one has been examincd as a 
witness to prove the service certificates they are relying 
upon . The officials in the Telecom Department, who said 
to have issued thosc certificatcs have not been cxamined 
by the Petitioners to prove their respective service 
certificates. From these common evidence available, it 
is scen that thcsc Petitioners have worked for few days 
by assisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department in carrying out the departmental work as 
Casual Labourers . From the available evidence, it is seen 
that these Pctitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers 
by the regular departinental workmen for the seasonal 
work of the department thcy were attending and thcy were 
disengaged on complction of the particular work . From 


this it is seen that the contention of the Petitioner in the 
Claim Statement that the work will be available always 
and it is perennial type of work are all false. The 
Petitioners who have been examined as common 
witnesses for workmen as WW1 and WW2 have admitted 
that they were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular 
staff of the department only to assist them for doing the 
departmental work as and when it was necessary . From 
the evidence available in this case, it is seen that 
Petitioners who have been working as casual mazdoors 
temporarily by assisting the regular and permanent staff 
of Respondent/ Telecom Department have disengaged , 
since the work they were attended were completed and 
there was no further work for them to do . So from the 
materials available in this case by way of exhibits and 
evidence , it is clearly established by the Respondent 
Managementby production of original muster rolls which 
have been referred to in service centificates of the 
Petitioners that the Petitioners have never worked as 
Casual Labourers under these muster rolls for the said 
period and have not been paid wages by the department. 
From this, it is seen as contended by the leamed counsel 
for the RespondentManagement in his argument that the 
particulars given in the service certificates produced by 
the Petitioners are not true particulars but they are bogus 
certificates. If really , the particulars given in the service 
certificates relied upon by the Petitioners are true , the 
respondent Department would have granted temporary 
statusmazdoors for Casual Labourers , From the evidence 
available in these cascs, it is abundantly proved by the 
Respondent/Department that these Pctitioners have not 
worked continuously from 1984 to 1995. Further, it is 
sccn from the evidence available that the Petitioners were 
engaged by Uic department as Casual Labourers only for 
the short period and they were given wages on daily rated 
basis. It is the cvidence of MWI that the work ihc 
Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was only 
scasonal work and it was not a continuous one and it is 
not availabic all through the ycar. It cannot be denied 
that the work thesc Petitioners attended as Casual 
Labourers in thc Respondent Management 
department were only development work like opening 
new telephone cxchanges and strengdiening thic existing 
exchanges and thicy wcrc donc as projcct works and on 
complction of that work , thesc Petitioners have no work 
in the department to continue in servicc . 11 is thic deſinitc 
cvidence ofMW1 that on checking the servicc particulars 
given by thic Pctitioners, thic department has found that 
thic particulars thcy furnished are not thic and uicy were 
ſound to be bogus. All these things cannot be denied . It 
has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by the 
Respondent/Management by relevant documents that the 
names of thic Pctitioners were not available in the original 
muster rolls that has been mentioned in their service 
certificates. From this , it is established that thic particulars 
given in their service certificates arc false . No datc of 
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issue of those service certificates is available in the service 
certificates. The Petitioners who have been examined as 
common witnesses for those Petitioners as WWI and 
WW2 also have not stated in their cvidence, the dates on 
which they were issued those service certificates by the 
concerned officials in the department. If they were really 
issued by the officials of the Respondenu/ Telecom 
Department as a record for their service in the department, 
the Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all 
these things in their respective Claim Statements The 
non -mention of the same in their Claim Statements and 
the production of these certificates without any basis, 
during trial of the cases, before this Tribunal, go to 
show that these Pctitioners have created them for the 
purpose of these cases as the RespondentManagement 
contends it . From the available materials, it is seen that 
thc RespondentManagement in regular course did not 
cmploy Petitioners and thcy were not given independent 
work , so the question of retrenchment from servicc docs 
not at all arise . So under such circumstances, the question : 
of Respondents not following the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior notice and 
compensation under section 25F of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 will not atall arise . Asper the recent decisions 
of the Supreme Court, the Petitioner has 10 prove 
conclusively with acccptable, Icgal evidence that he has 
worked in the Respondent Telecom Department as a 
Casual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days 
preceding the date on which they have been disengaged 
from work . In the absence of such cvidence on the side 
of the Petitioner, it can be concluded that thcy have no 
right to claim from conferment of temporary status of 
casualmazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in service 
in thc Respondent/Telecom Department. So , under such 
circumstances, from the available materials it is seen that 
the action of the Management of Telecom Department in 
not engaging these Petitioners as casual mazdoors, 
subsequent to completion of work for which they have 
engaged is legal and justified . Hence , this Petitioner is 
not entitled to the relief he prayed for in his 
Claim Statement. Thus, the point is answered 
accordingly. 

6 . In the result , an Award is passcd holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled 10 the relicſ prayed for in the 
Claim Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, uanscribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by mc in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002.) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W . W .I - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 / 2001) 
W . W 2 - Sh .K . Mohan ( Petitioner in I.D . 262/2001) 


For thc II Party/Management: 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P . Chandrasekar- [DE (Legal & 

Commercial) ] Examined in I. D .No . 11/2001 and 

has taken as Common evidence in this case. 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W 1 Series (7 ) - Original service certificates issued in 

Cavour of Petitioners. 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W 3 Series (7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party /Management : 
M ) Xerox copy of thc scrvicc certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
M2- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 05851 
M4 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 3 /06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 9 /06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /06114 
Mil - Xerox copy of M .R .No . 6 /06115 
M12 . Xerox copy of M . R .No. 5 /06115 
MI3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
M14 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1/08511 
M 15 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /07289 
M 16 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 7/4427 
M 17 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 4 /4431 
MI8 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 / 15 948 
M19 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 /06117 
M 20 - Xerox copy of M . R , No: 21/ 06119 
M 21 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
M 22 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 /08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M 24 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 11 /08514 
M25 . Xerox copy of M . R . No , 15 / 2086 ) 

M 26 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 18 /20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 / 20862 
M 28 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/ 20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03 /20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 02 /20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /20863 
M32 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20869 
M33 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12/4 
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M37 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /4 

fortit, 21 $, 2002 
M38 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4/ 5 

T. 371. 1979. - - tfit fag fefT4 , 1947 ( 1947 
M39 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /5 

14 ) ART 17 375 HRU , 19 HUR R 
M40 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /5 

विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच , 
; M41 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/5 

अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक 
M42 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 17/5 

374920 / 4 MM VET ( FC 723 /2001 ) 

att hyra * * , FARR t 21 - 5 - 2002 1477 
M43 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 22 /5 
M44 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4/59 

[ F . 1987 -40012/ 135 /99 -376.371 . ( 11. 7.) ) 
M145 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. ( 4978 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
M46 - Xerox copy of M . R . NO . 8 /06216 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
M47 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 07188 

S . O . 1979, — in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
M48 - Xerox copy of MR. NO 7/ 4 + 27 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
M49 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 15 /06117 

Governincnt hereby publishes the award (Ref. No . 

723 /2001) of the Central Goverment Industrial Tribunal/ 
M50 - Xerox copy of MR No . 9 /06114 

Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
M51 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /06 / 17 

thc Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 

to the management of Telecoin Deptt. and their workman , 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6706115 

which was receivcd by the Central Govemment on 21- 5 
M53 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 18 /06115 

2002. 
M5 + Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 

{No. L - 40012 / 135 /99-- IR (DU ) 

KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 
M55 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 2 /08511 
M56 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 22 /08511 

ANNEXURE 
M57 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13 /08512 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, 
M58 - Yeros copy of MR No . 23/08512 

CHENNAI 
M59 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 

Tuesday , the 30th April, 2002 
M60 . Xerox copy of MR, No. 15 /20861 

Present : K KARTHIKEYAN , 
MGI - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 

Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 723/2001 
M62 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12/20862 

( Tamil Nadu Principal Labour Court CGID . No. 373/99 ) 
M63 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11 /20863 

( In the matter of the disputc for adjudicution) under 
M64 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 19/20863 

clause ( d ) of sub -section ( 1) iind sub -section 2 ( A ) of 

Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/20864 

1947 ), between Sri G . Swamy Kannu and the 
M60 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 09 /20866 

Management of the Telecommunications. Kanchcepuram 

Dist., Chennai.) 
M67 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 03/20867 

BETWEEN 
M68 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14/20867 

SiG Swanıy Kannu | | .; * /Workman 
M69 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 02/ 20868 

AND 
M70 . Verox copy of M .R . No. 12/20809 

T !ic General Manager, Il Party Management 
M71 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 06 /21253 

"Solecommunications 
M72 . Xiwopy of M .R . No 13 /27 

diciecpuisisi . 
1173 . Xerox copy of MR No 19 /29 

( hiemai 

Appearance : 
M174 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/ 29 

For the Workmi111 

In v Ganasci 
M75 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 20 /29 

P .C itr, ! les 
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For the Management 


: Sri K . Sambasivam 
Addl. C .G . S. C . 


The Government of India , Ministry of Labour in 
cxcrcisc of powers conferred by clausc (d ) of sub -section 
( 1 ) and sub - section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Disputes Act . 1947 (14 of 1947), have referred the 
concemned Industrial Disputc for adjudication vide Order 
No L - 10012 / 135 /99 / IR (DU ) dated 29 -09 - 1999 . 


This refcrcncc iras been made carlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Principal Labour Court , where it was taken on file 
as C . G I.D . No. 373 / 99 . When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Principal Labour Court, thc Government 
of India ,Ministry of Labour was plcascd to order transfer 
of this case from that Principal Labour Court to this 
Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of records from that 
Principal Labour Court, thc casc has been taken on filc 
as I. D . No 723 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel 
on cither side. informing them about thc transfer of this 
case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear bcſorc 
this Tribunal on 18 - 10 -2001 On receipt of notice from 
this Tribunal, nic counsel on cither side present along 
with their respective partics and prosccuted the casc 
further 


Respondent, and has put in 1217 number of days ofservice , 
he had not been regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casualmazdoors 
working in the department for a long period formulated a 
Scheme known as casual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary 
status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The Respondent/ 
Telecom Department failed to confer temporary status on 
thc Petitioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal 
and arbitrary. The I party /Workman has been denied 
cmployment w .e.f. 15 -06 - 1995 and , when his services were 
terminated he was getting Rs. 60 /- as daily wages. When 
he approached the concerned authority for conferment of 
temporary status, he was informed that he will be taken 
back to duty . The Petitioner was waiting for orders from 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding his re 
cngagement. However , he has not received any orders nor 
he was taken back to duty so far. His service was utilised 
for the regular work that is perennial in nature. Therefore , 
when the work and the necessity to engage the Petitioner 
continuous, there is no reason or justification for denying 
the employment to the Petitioner. No reason was given by 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department for terminating the 
services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow 
the principles of natural justice. No enquiry was conducted 
and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before his 
services were discontinued . Thc Pctitioner has put in more 
than a decade continuous service and the termination of his 
service is in violation of the provisions of Section 25F of 
Uic Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Further, the Petitioner 
was not given any notice or compensation in terms of the 
said provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Hence, the 
action of the Respondent/Department in terminating the 
servicesof the Petitioncr without notice or compensation is 
ab initio void and the Petitioner is deemed to be in 
continuous in service and therefore , is entitled to be 
reinstated with all other service benefits including arrears 
of back wages. The Respondent ought to have conferred 
temporary status as per the temporary status scheme and 
further absorbcd him against regular Group D post . The 
Respondent/ Telecom Department s action in not doing so 
is illegal and arbitrary . Hence, this industrial dispute 
has been raised against thc Rcspondent/ Telecom 
Department for a declaration that thic order of termination 
dated 15 -06 -95 is illegal and arbitrary and conscqucntly 
for a dircction to the Respondent/Management to reir . c 
thc Petitioner in scrvicc w .c .f. 15 -06 - 1995 and to pay all 
arrcars of back wagcs and all other attcndant bcncfits . 


When the matter came up beforc me for final hearing 
on 01.04.2002 , upon pcrusing thc Claim Statement, Counter 
Statement, the other materialpapers on record , thc oral and 
documentary evidence lct in on cither side as common 
evidence for this casc and the connected similar cascs and 
after hearing the arguments advanced by the learned counsel 
for the Il Party /Management alone , this matter having 
stood over till this datc for consideration , this Tribunal has 
passcd dic following : 


AWARD 


The IndustrialDispute rcfcrrcd 10 in the abovc order 
of reference by the CentralGovernment for adjudication 
by this Tribunal is as follows: 


" Whcthcr thc action of the General Manager , 
Telecom , Chengalpatii in tcrminating thic scrvices 
of Shri G Swamy Kannu , Casual Mazdoor is lcgal 
and justilicd ? If not, to what relicſ, is hic cntitled ?" 


! ) , facts of the industrial dispute as plcaded by 
the I Pit Vorkman arc bricfly as follows : 


Thiel Party /Workman Sri G . Swamy Kamu ( hiercin 
aller refers to as Pctitioner ) was cngaged as casual labour 
in thc II Party /Management Telecom Department 
(hereinafter rcfers 10 as Respondent) on 20 -02-8 + for 
digging. drawing wires , laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as direcicd by his superiors He was paid nominal 
wages of Rs 0 . 50 as daily rated wages Though the 
Petitioner has been continuously working with thic 


3 The Il party/Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement denying the allcgations of 
thic Petitioner in the Claim Statement about his 
appointment as Casual Labour on 20 -( 2 -84 and his 
contention about continuous working with the 
Respondent/Department for a period of 1217 number of 
days of service and the allcgcd tcrmination of the 
Petitioner from scrvice on 15 -06 - 1995 . It is further alleged 


( 11 11 - TV 


3 (ii ) ] 


YR 


| 70193 ; T 15, 2002 / 


25 , 1924 


5747 


that the Petitioner was engaged purely on cassual basis 
for the unskilled worki.c. to carry out digging. drawing 
out wires. laying posts and for other casualworks on daily 
rated wages for a short spell during 1995 for a period of 
less than 240 days. The department used to engage the 
Petitioner as and when there was work . In 1989. a Scheme 
called Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers 
was introduced for the Casual Labourers who actually 
worked . The essential conditions of the scheme are : 


1. The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 31- 3 - 1985 : 


2. He should be currently employed on the date 

of the implementation of Scheme i. e 
01- 10 - 1989; 


3 . Hc should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior 
to () 1- 10 - 1989; and 


t. There should not be a break for a period of 

more than one year. 


The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars. Since thepetitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
lo bc hogus The petitioner had produced falsc service 
certificates with a view to get the benefits like 
regularisation etc . from the department. So , the 
department did not consider the claim of the Petitioner, 
The alleged work done by thc Pctitioner is not skilled 
and perennial in nature . As on date , the department is not 
engaging . Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any 
purpose and also not doing such type of work as done by 
the Pctitioner. Sincc there is no work and there is no post. 
there is no scope for the Petitioner for his re -employment 
in the Rcspondenu/ Telecom Department. The Pctitioner 
was engaged on casualbasisis and when required by the 
department, hcucc .he is not cligible lor reinstatementas 
per the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
Schcmc. Hence, it is prayed that the Hon blo Tribunal 
may bc plcascd to dismiss the claim pctition . 

+, When the matter was taken up for enquiry . 1hc 
Icarncd counsel on either side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending cnquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tricd together jointly 
and the evidence given in 1. D No 150 / 2001 on cither 
side can be treated as common cvidence for all these cases . 
On the side of thc Petitioner/Workman Sri K . Umapathy, 
Petitioner in I.D . No 156 / 2001. and Sri K . Mohan . 
Pctitioner in I. D . No. 262/ 2001 have been examined as 
WWIand WW2 respectiv cly As per the miçmo ſiled by 


the learned counsel for the RespondentManagement, the 
cvidence given by one Divisional Engineer, Mr. P. 
Chandrasekur, who has bcen examined as a common 
witness MWI in I.D No. 11 /2001, hasbeen treated as a 
common evidence for this casc and other similar 
conncctcd cases. On the side of the Petitioner , the xerox 
copy of the service certificates have been marked as 
common workmen exhibits. On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate 
of WW1 filed before the conciliating authority earlier 
and the xerox copies of the originalmuster rolls which 
arementioned in thosc Service certificates under Ex . WI 
to W3 liave been marked as Ex . MI. M2 to M75 . The 
learned counsel for the II Party Management has advanced 
his arguments 

5. The Point for my consideration is 
" Whether the action of the General Manager , 
Telecom , Chengalpattu in terminating the services 
of Shri G . Swamy Kannu . CasualMazdoor is legal 

and justificd ? If not, to what relicf, is he entitlcd ? " 
Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the Icamcd counsel on either side, a joint 
trial of these 60 cascs which are similar in nature has 
been conducted Two out of these Petitioners have been 
examined as WWI and WW2 W1 scries, W2 and W3 
series, the service certificates of WWI and WW2 
respectively have been marked . On the side of the 
Management the xerox copy of the services certificate 
of WW 1 filed before the conciliating authority carlier 
and the xerox copies of thic original muster rolls which 
are mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex WI 
to W3 bave been marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75. Apart 
from these documents the other Petitioners also filed in 
Court individually in their respective cases as thic service 
certificates issued to them mentioning their service 
particulars, which are remained unmarked docunents. 
The common claim made by all these Petitioners in their 
respective industrial dispute against thc Respondent/ 
Telecoin Department is that the termination of the 
Pctitioners from service by the RespondentManagement 
is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 
Respondent/Manageinentfrom thic date of their respective 
termination (rom service asmentioned in their respective 
Claim Statements. Tlicy have raised these claims based 
on the service records. They were filed into Court in 
their respective cases WW1and WW2have spoken about 
their respective service certificates they have Giled into 
Court in their respective cases . In the cross 
cxamination of both the Petitioners WWIand WW2, they 
have admitted that they have given their servicc 
particulars to the Respondent/Department as per the 
direction of the department for consideration to confer 
teniporary status inazdoors only . It is their further 
contention in the evidence thatat the inception when they 
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met the Telecom people, who were doing thework of the 
dcparwucht near their house. requested those permanent 
employees of the Respondent/ Telecom Department like 
lineman to give them work and as per their direction they 
went to see the Assistant Engineer, and requested him to 
provide work in the Respondent Department. WWI and 
WW2 who have deposed as common witnesses for these 
Petitioners have stated in the cross examination that they 
have not mentioned all these things in their Claim 
Statementsand they have notmentioned so in their carlier 
Claim Statements filed before the Regional Comnrissioner 
of Labour. Chennai, in the conciliation procccdings. They 
further say that they do not know the namcof the Assistant 
Engineer, whom they met and asked for work . It is their 
further evidence, that uicy lised to get the wages by signing 
the muster rolls and thic mimbcrs ofmuster rolls mentioned 
in their respective service certificates are truc and correct 
and their respective names are available in thosc original 
muster rolls mcntioned in their respective service . 
certiſícates . They further say in the cross cxamination 
that they mentioned in thcir respective Claim Statcments 
that they were given service certificates by the Assistant 
Engincer for the days they worked in the Respondent 
Department. They have also denied the suggestion in the 
cross examination , that the service certificates produced 
by thesc Petitioncrs in their respective cascs are all false 
certificates and they were created by them . They have 
also denied the suggestion that they have notworked in 
thic Respondent/ Telecom Department for the period they 
have mentioned by days in their respective Claim 
Statements . On the side of the Respondent/Management, 
the ciidence given by Divisional Engincer, one Mr. 
P .Chandrasckar as MWI carlier has been treated as 
common cvidence for this case and similar connccied 
other cases as per the memo filed by the learned counsel 
for the Respondent/Management. According to the 
Petitioner , he was engaged by the Respondent 
Management Department of Telecommunication as 
casual ma / door in the ycar 198 + and worked continuously 
till 1995. As he has stated in his Claim Statement. It is 
his further allcgation in thic Claim Statement that all of a 
sudden he was terminated and die action 
of the Respondent Management. Telecommunication 
Department in loimmating him from service in 101 
following the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. 
1947 is ab initio void and illegal. Since the said action of 
thic Rcspondenu/Management is illcgal, he must be 
reinstated in service by the Respondent. 1an : ! ement from 
thic date of the alleged turmation of solici in iis year 
1995 But it is the contention of the Respondenu/ 
Management and also the evidence of MWI that service 
certificatcs filed by the Pctitioncrs are all falsc and created 
by themselves and they have not mentioned anything with 
regard to availability of servicc certificates in their Claim 
Statements. The learned counsel for the Respondent 
Management would further contend that in the Claim 


Statement of the Petitioners nothing hasbeen mentioned 
as 10 who appoint them and where they have worked 
and who in the Respondent Department has terminated 
them from service . There is no appointment order aswell 
as the termination order passed by the Respondent 
Management for this Petitioner to claim that he was 
appointed by the Respondent/ Telccom Department and 
he was terminated against the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 . According to the Management of 
Telecom Department. These people were engaged in 
the year 1995 and some persons were cngaged at the end 
of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respondent 
Telecom Department for laving thic cables, and erecting 
poles and other connected casualworks. It is the specific 
stand of the Rcspondent/Management that all these 
Pctitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the 
Counter Statement filed by the Respondent/Management 
in their respective cases, the days for which the conccmcd 
Petitioner had worked in the Respondent/Dcpartincnt has 
been clearly given it is their further contention that 
service certificates relied upon by thcsc Petitioners as 
issued by the officials of the Respondent/ Tclecom 
Department were not issucd by the department and 
they were created by the Petitioners themselves and the 
particulars of the alleged service in the Telecom 
Departmentmentioned in thic scn ice certificates said to 
have been issued by the officials of the Respondent 
Department from 198 + 10 1995 are allbogus. By suſficient 
documentary evidence, evidence through Ex.M2 10 M75 
originalmuster rolls in the cross examination of WWI 
und WW2 and through the common evidence of MWIit 
has been established that the particulars given in the 
senice certificates by the Pctitioners are bogus WWI 
and WW2 have cicarly admitted in their cross examination 
when their attention have been drawn to the entries in 
the original muster rolls mentioned in their service 
certificates that incir names lave not been available in 
the original musicr rolls , maintained by the Telecom 
Department. The crow copy of those muster rolls have 
been cxhibited on the side of the Respondent/Management 
as Management Exhibits M2 to M75 in the cross 
examination of the common witness for the Management 
MWI. 110 suggestion is put to him about the work of the 
Petitioner for 2-10 days in the Telecom Department, 
Ne suggestion was put in the cross examination ofMWI 
that the particulars furnished in the service certificates 
produced by the Petitioners are noi bogus but they are 
genuine On the side of the Petitioners , 110 onc has been 
cxamined as a witness to prove the service certificates 
they are relying upon . The officials in the Telecom 
Department, who said to have issued those certificates 
have not been clamined by the Petitioners to prove their 
respective service certificates. From thcsc common 
evidence available, it is seen that these Petitioners have 
worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of the 


[ 47 II - aus 3 ( ii) ] 


16 F 1947 : 19 15 , 2002 /FOTO 25 , 1924 


. 


5749 


Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying out the 
departmental work as Casual Labourers. From the 
available evidence, it is seen that these Pctitioners were 
engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular departmental 
workmen for the seasonal work of the department they 
were attending and they were disengaged on completion 
of the particular work from this it is seen that the 
contention of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement that 
the work will be available always and it is perennial 
type of work are all falsc . The Petitioners who have been 
examined as common witnesses for workmen as WWI 
and WW2have admitted that they were engaged as Casual 
Labourers by the regular staff of the department only to 
assist them for doing the departmentalwork as and when 
it was necessary . From the evidence available in this case , 
it is seen thatPetitioners who have been working as casual 
mazdoors temporarily by assisting the regular and 
permanent staff of Respondent/Telecom Department have 
disengaged , since the work they were attended were 
completed and there was no further work for them to do . 
So from the materials available in this case by way of 
cxhibits and cvidence , it is clearly established by the 
Respondent/Management by production of original 
muster rolls which havc been referred to in service 
certificates of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have 
never worked as Casual Labourers under those muster 
rolls for the said period and liave not been paid wages by 
the department. From this, it is seen as contended by the 
Icarned counsel for the Respondent/Management in his 
argument that the particulars given in the service 
certificates produced by the Petitioners are not true 
particulars but they are bogus certificates. If really , the 
particulars given in the service certificates relied upon 
by thc Pctitioners are true, the Respondent/Department 
would have granted them temporary status mazdoors for 
Casual Labourers. From the evidence available in these 
cases, it is abundantly proved by the Respondent/ 
Department that these Petitioners have not worked 
continuously from 1984 to 1995 . Further, it is seen from 
the evidence available that the Petitioner was engaged 
by the department as Casual Labourer only for a short 
pcriod as and when required and he was giverr wages 
on daily rated basis . It is the evidence of MW1 that the 
work thc Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was 
only scasonal work and it was not a continuous one and 
it is not available all through the year . It cannot be 
denied that the work these Pétitioners attended as Casual 
Labourers in the Respondent Management department 
were only development work like opening new telephone 
exchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges and 
they were done as project works and on completion of 
that work , these Petitioners have no work in the 
department to continue in service . It is the definite 
evidence of MWIthat on checking the service 
particulars given by the Petitioners, the department has 
ſound that the particulars they furnished are not true and 


they were found to be bogus All these things cannot be 
denied It has been demonstrated before this Tribunal 
by the Respondent Management by relevant documents 
that the names of the Petitioners were not available in 
the original muster rolls that has been mentioned in their 
service certificates. From this, it is established that the 
particulars given in their service certificates are false . 
No date of issue of those service certificates is available 
in the service certificates The Petitioners who have been 
examined as common witnesses for these Petitioners as 
WW1 and WW2 also have not stated in their evidence. 
the dates on which they were issued those service 
certificates by the concerned officials in the department. 
If they were really issued by the officials of the 
Respondent Telecom Department as a record for their 
sen we in the department, the Petitioner would not have 
been failed to mention all these things in their respective 
Claim Statements The non -mention of the same in their 
Claim Statements and the production of these certificates 
without any base during trial of the cases before this 
Tribunal go to show that these Petitioners have created 
them for the purpose of these cases as the Respondent/ 
Management contends it From the available materials , 
it is seen that the Respondent/Management in regular 
course did not employ Petitioners and they were not given 
independent work , so the question of retrenchment from 
service does not at all arise. So under such circumstances, 
the question of Respondents not following the provisions 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior 

notice and compensation under section 25F of Industrial 
· Disputes Act , 1947 will notat all arise . As per the recent 
decisions of the Supreme Court, the Petitioner has to 
prove conclusively with acceptable, legal evidence that 
he has worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
as a Casual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days 
preceding the date on which they have been disengaged 
from work . In the absence of such evidence on the side 
of the Petitioner, it can be concluded that they have no 
right to claim even conferment of temporary status of 
casualmazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in service 
in the Respondent/Telecom Department. So , under such 
circumstances, from the available materials it is seen that 
the action of theManagement of Telecom Department in 
not engaging these Petitioners as casual mazdoors , 
subsequent to completion of work for which they have 
engaged is legal and justified . Hence , this Petitioner is 
not entitled to the relief he prayed for in his Claim 
Statement. Thus, the point is answered accordingly . 

6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the 
Claim Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and 
typed by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the 
open court on this day of 30th April, 2002 .) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
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Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party Workmen : - - 
WWJ - Sh. K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 / 2001) 
W . W .2 - Sh .K . Mohan (Pctitioner in 1.D . 262/2001) 
For the II Party/Management: 
M . W 1 - Sh . P Chandrasekar [DE(Legal & 

Commercial)] Examined in I.D .No. 11/2001 and 

fias taken as Common evidence in this casc. 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WiScrics(7 ) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners , 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series( 7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party /Management: 
MI - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.03850 
M3- Xerox copy of M .R . No.( 585 ) 
MH . Xerox copy of M .R . No .07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M . R . No .07193 
MO - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19704693 
M7 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.3 /06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 9 /06114 
MIO - Xerox copy of M . R . No 18 /06114 
Mil - Xerox copy of M . R .No 0 /06115 
M12 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 5/06 / 15 
M13 - Xcros copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
MIH . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
MI5 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /07289 
M16 - Xeros copy of M .R . No. 7 /4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. +/4431 
M18 - Xcrox copy of MR. No . 13/ 15 948 
M19 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 15/06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23/08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xcror copy of MR. No. 11 /0851 + 
M25 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 15 / 20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
M27 . Xerox copy of MR. No. 12 /20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of MR No . 11/20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03/20867 


M30 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 02 /20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12/20869 
M33 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 23 /20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 24 / 2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12 /4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14/4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /5 
M39 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /5 
M40 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No . 10 /5 
M41 . - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/5 
M +2 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 1775 
M13 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 2215 
M4 + - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /59 
M45 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. ( + 978 
M46 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 8 /06216 
M + 7 . Xerox copy of M .R . No .07188 
M18 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7/4 + 27 
M19 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 15 /06117 
M50) - Xeroxcopy of M .R . No . 9706514 
M51 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /0611 + 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6 /06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18/06115 
M5+ - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R . No , 2/08511 
M56 - Xerox copy of MR No . 22 /08511 
M57 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 /08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15 /20861 
MOL - Xerox copy of MR. No . 18 / 20861 
M62 - Xeros copy of M .R . No 12 /20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 11 /20863 
M67 Xerox copy of MR. No. 19 / 20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of MR No 11/ 20867 
M66 - Xerox copy of MR No 09 /20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of MR No. 03 /20807 
M68 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 14 /20867 
M69 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 02/20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of M . R No 06 /21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of M .R No 13/27 
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M73 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /29 

APPEARANCE : 
M74 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 4 /29 

For the Workman : M /s. M .Gnanasekaran , C . 

Premavathy , Advocates 
M75 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /29 

For the Management i Sri K . Sambasivam , Addl. 
farsit, 21 , 2002 

CGSC . 

The Govt. of India ,Ministry of Labour in exercise 
T. 311. 1980 . - utfitasforare afufr44, 1947 ( 1947 

of powers conferred by clausc (d ) of sub -section (1) and 
* 7 14 ) * Yrt 17 h 3TTELY , 514 HARF R sub - section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 
विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial 
अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक 

Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012 / 136 / 

- 99 /IR (DU ) dated 29 - 09 - 1999 . 
affichael , FARE 1971 ( HGH HEN 715 /2001) yatafora 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
1 , JT tea trate at 21 - 5 - 2002 # 4124 TT TTI 

Nadu Principal Labour Court, where it was taken on file 
[ Rİ . 797- 40012 / 136/99 - 377 371 . ( 31 .7 .) ] 

as C . G . I. D . No. 363/99 . When the matter was pending 

enquiry in that Principal Labour Court, the Govt. of India , 
कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डेस्क अधिकारी 

Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
New Delhi, the 21st May , 2002 

case from that Principal Labour Court to this Tribunal 

for adjudication . On receiptof records from that Principal 
S . O . 1980 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Labour Court , the case has been taken on file as I. D . No . 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), the Central 

715 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel on recond 
Governmenthcrcbv publishes the award (Ref. No. 715 / 

on either side, informing them about the transfer of this 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 

case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 

this Tribunal on 17 - 10 - 2001. On receipt of notice from 
thc Industrial Dispute between thc employers in relation 

this Tribunal, the counsels on cither side present along 
10 the management of Telecom Deptt. and and their 

with their respective parties and prosecuted the case 
Norkman , which was received by the Central Government 

further 
on 21- 5 - 2002 . 

When the matter came up before me for final 
INo . L -40012/136 /99 - IR (DU )] hearing on 01- 04 - 2002 , upon perusing the Claim 

Statement, Counter Statement, the other material papers 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

on record , the oral and documentary evidence let in on 
ANNEXURE 

either side as common evidence for this case and the 

connected similar cascs and after hearing the arguments 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT . INDUSTRIAL 

advanced by thic Icarncd counsel for the II Party / 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Management alone, this matter having stood over till this 
Tucsday, the 30th April, 2002 

date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 

following : 
PRESENT: K . Kanhikeyan , Presiding Officer 

AWARD 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No.715 /2001 

The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
( Tamil Nadu Principal Labour Coun CGID No. 

of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
365/ 99 ) 

Tribunal is as follows: 

**Whcthcr the action of the General Manager, 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 

Telecom , Chengalpattu in terminating the services 
clausc (d ) of sub - section (1 ) and sub - section 2 (A ) of 

of Shri G . Dhanapandian , CasualMazdoor is legal 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( it of 

and justificd ? If not, to what relier, he is entitled ?" 
1947 ), between Sri G Dhanapandian and Ilıç Management 
of Telecommunications, Kachecpuram Dist., Chennai ) 

2. The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 

the 1 Party/Workman arc briclly as follows : 
BETWEEN 

The I Party /Workman Sri G . Dhanapandian 
Sri G Dhanapandian 1 Party /Workman 

(hereinafter refers to as Petitioner)was engaged as casual 

labour in thc II Party /Management Telecom Department 
AND 

(hereinafter refers to as Rcspondent) on 22-02 - 1984 (or 
The General Manager. | Party Management 

digging , drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied 

jobs as directed by his superiors. He was paid noniinal 
Telecommunications. 

wagcs of Rs. 6 . 30 as daily rated wages. Though the 
Kancheepuram Dist. Chennai. 

Pctitioner has been continuously working with the 
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Respondent, and has put in 1753 number of days of 
service, he had not been regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casual 
mazdoors working in the department for a long period 
formulated a Schemc known as casual mazdoors (Grant 
of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The 
Respondent/ Telecom Department failed to confer 
temporary status on thc Petitioner under the said Scheme, 
which is illegal and arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has 
been denied employment w . c . f. 25 -6 - 1995 and , when his 
services were terminated he was getting Rs.60 / - as daily 
wages . When he approached thc concerned authority for 
conferment of temporary status, he was informed that he 
will be taken back to duty . The Pctitioner was waiting 
for orders from the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
regarding his re - engagement. However , he has not 
received any orders nor he was taken back to duty so far. 
His service was utilised for the regular work that is 
perennial in nature. Therefore, when the work and the 
necessity to engage thc Petitioner continuous, there is 110 
reason or justification for denying the employment to the 
Petitioner . No reason was given by the Respondent) 
Telecom Department for terminating the services of the 
Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the 
principles of natural justice. No enquiry was conducted 
and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before 
his services were discontinued . The Petitioner has put in 
more than a decade continuous service and the termination 
of his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 
25F of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 . Further , the 
Pctitioner was not given any notice or compensation in 
icrins of the said provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. Hence, the action of thic Respondent Department 
in tenninating the services of thc Petitioner without notice 
or compensation is ab initio void and the Petitioner is 
deemed to be in continuous in service and therefore , is 
entitled to be reinstated with all other service benefit 
including artcurs of back wages. The Respondent ought 
to have couſcrrcd tcmporary status as per the temporary 
stalus- schemeand further absorbcd him against regular 
Group D posi. The Respondent Telecom Department s 
action in not doing so is illegaland arbitrary . Hence , this 
industrial dispute has been raised against the Respondent 
Telecom Department for a declaration that the order of 
icrmination dated 25-6 -15 is illegal and arbitrary and 
conscqucntly for a direction 10 the Respondent 
Management to reinstatc tic Pciitioner in servicc w c .f. 
25 -06 - 1995 and to pay all arrcars of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits . 

3. Tlic II Party /Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations or 
llic Petitioner in uie Claim Statement about his 
appointment as Casual Labour on 22 -02- 1984 and his 
contention about continuous working with the 
Respondent/Department for a period of 1753 pumber of 
days of service and the alleged termination of thic 


Petitioner from service on 25 -06 - 1995. It is further alleged 
that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis 
for the unskilled work i. c. to carry out digging, drawing 
outwires, laying posts and for other casual works on daily 
rated wages during 1995 for a period of less than 240 
days. The department used to engage the Petitioner as 
and when there was work . In 1989, a Scheme called "Grant 
of Temporary Status to CasualLabourers was introduced 
for th¢ Casual Labourers who actually worked . The 
essential conditions of the scheme are : — 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 31- 3- 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.e. 01- 10 -89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 

scrvice in any one of the preceding years prior 

to 01- 10 -1989; and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
to bc bogus. The petitioner had produced false service 
certificates with a view to get the benefits like 
regularisation etc . from the department. So , the 
department did not consider the claim of the Petitioner. 
Thc alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled 
and pcrennial in nature. As on date , the department is not 
engaging Casual Labour like thic Petitioner for any 
purposc and also not doing such type of work as done by 
thic Petitioncr. Since there is 110 Work and there is no post , 
there is 110 scope for the Petitioner for his re - employment 
in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. The Petitioner 
was engaged on casual basis as and when required by thç 
department, hence , he is not eligible for reinstatement as 
per uic law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
Scheme. Hence , it is praved that the Hon ble Tribunal 
may be plcased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4. When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
Icarried counsel on either side represented that this casc 
along with tlie similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like uie Peljtioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together joinuy and 
Hic evidence given in I D .No. 156 / 2001 on cither side can 
be treated as common evidence for all these cases . On the 
side of the Petitioner/Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Pcutioner 
in ID .No . 156 / 2001, and Sri K Mohan , Petitioner in 
1. D .No.262/2001 have been examined as WWI and WW2 
respectively . Asper the memo filed by the leaned counsel 
for the Respondent Management, the evidence given by 
one Divisional Engincer, Mr. P . Chandrasckar, who has 
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been examined as a common witness MWI in J. D .No . 
11/ 2001, has been treated as a common cvidence for this 
casc and other similar connected cases. On the side of 
the Petitioner, the xerox copy of the service certificates 
have been marked as common Workmen exhibits. On 
the side of theManagement thc Xerox copy of the services 
certificate of WW1filed before the conciliating authority 
earlicr and the Xerox copies of unc original muster rolls 
which are mentioned in those Service certificates under 
Ex.Wl to W3 have been marked as Ex , MI, M2 10 M75. 
The learned counsel for thc II Party Management has 
advanced his arguments. 


5. Thc Point formy consideration is - 
" Whether the action of the Gencral Manager . 
Telecom , Chengalpattu in terminating the sen ices 
of Shri G . Dhanapandian , CasualMazdoor is lagal 
and justified ? If 1101. to what relief, lic is entitled ?" . 
Point : - 

When thc matter was taken up for cnquiry , as per 
the request of the Icmcd counsel on cither sidc, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in naturç bas 
been conducted . Two out of thcsc Petitioners have been 
examined as WWI and WW2. W1 series. W2 and W3 
series, the service certificates of WWI and WW2 
respectively have been marked . On the side of thic 
Management thc Xerox copy of the services ceriſicate 
of WW I Giled before llic conciliating authority carlier 
and thic Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which 
arc mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex WI 
10 W ? have been marked as Ex MI, M2 to M75 . Apart 
from thesc documents the oulicr Petitioners also filed in 
Court individually in their respective cases as the service 
certific : tcs issued to them mcutioning their service 
particulars, which are remained unmarked documents . 
Thic common claim made by all thesc Petitioners in thçir 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department is that tlıç tcrmination of the 
Petitioners ſroni sen ice by the Respondent/Management 
is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 
Respondent/Management from the daic of their respective 

crmination from scrvicc is mentioned in their respective 
Claim Statements. They have raiscd iliesc claims based 
on thc service records, They were filed to Court in thcir 
respective cascs WWIand WW2have spoken about their 
respective service centilicalcs llicy havc lilcd into Court 
in their respective cases. In the cross cxamination of both 
the Petitioners WWIand WW2, they haveadmitted that 
licy have given tlıçir service particulars 10 thic 
Respondent /Department as per the dircction of the 
department for consideration to confor temporary status 
mazdoors only. It is their further contention in the 
cvidence that at the inception wlicn they met the Telecom 
people , who were doing thic work of the departmert ncar 
their house, requested thosc permanent cmployccs of the 


Respondent/ Telecom Department like lineman to give 
them work and as per their direction they went to see the 
Assistant Engineer, and requested him to provide work 
in the Respondent/Department. WW1 and WW2 who 
havc deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners 
have stated in the cross cxamination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Clairn Statements and 
thcy have not mentioned so in their earlier Claim 
Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
further say that they do not know the nameof the Assistant 
Engincer, whom thicy mct and asked for work . It is their 
further evidence, that they used to get the wages by signing 
thic muster rolls : und the numbers ofmuster rolls inentioned 
in their respective scn ice certificates arc tric and correct 
and their respective names are available in those original 
musicr rolls mentioned in their respective service 
certificates. They further say in the cross examination 
that thcy mentioned in Icir respective Claim Statements 
that they were given scry ice certificates by the Assistant 
Engineer for the days they worked in the Respondent/ 
Department. They have also denied the suggestion in thic 
cross cxamination , that the service certificates produced 
by thcsc Petitioners in their respective cases are all false 
certificates and they were crcated by them . Thicy have 
also denicd tlic suggestion that thcy have not worked in 
thic Respondent/Telecom Department for the period they 
have mentioned by days in their respective Claim 
Statençuts . On the side of the Respondent/Management, 
The ciidencc given by Divisional Engincer, one Mr. 
P . Chandrasekar as MWI carlier tas boch treated as 
common cvidence for this case and similar connected 
other cases as per llc mcmo filed by thic leamed counsel 
for the Respondent/Management. According to the 
Pctitioner, he was engaged by the Rcspondent/ 
Management Deparment of Telecommunication as casual 
mazdoor in the vc : r 1984 and worked continuously till 
1995 as lic has stalcd in huis Claim Statement. It is his 
Turtler allcgation in thic Claim Statement that all of a 
Sudden he was terminated and thic action of the 
Respondent/Management. Telecommunication 
Department in tcrminating him from scn ice in not 
following the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. 
1947 is ab initio void and illegal. Since the said action of 
thic Rcspondent Management is illegal, he must be 
reinstated in service by thic Rcspondent Management from 
the datc of tlic allcgcd tcrmination of service in thc ycar 
1995 . But it is the contention of the Respondent 
Management and also the evidence ofMWI that service 
certificates lilcd by thc Pctitioners are all falsc and crcated 
by themselves and they have not mentioned anything with 
regard to availability of service certificates in thcir Claim 
Statements The leaned counsel for the Responden / 
Management would further contend that in the Claim 
Statement of thc Petitioners nothing has been rentioned 
as to who appoint that.. ind here they haveto and 
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who in the Respondent Department has terminated them 
from service . There is no appointmçı order as well as 
the termination order passed by the Respondent/ 
Managemcıit for thcsc Pctitioners to claim that he was 
appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Department and 
he was terminated against the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. According to the Management of 
Telecom Departinent, tliese people were engaged in the 
vcar 1995 and soinc personswere engaged at the cnd of 
1994 for assisting thic regular staff of the Respondent 
Telecom Department for laying thc cables and creciing 
poles and other connected casual works. It is the specific 
stand of the Respondent/Management that all these 
Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the 
Counter Statement filed by the RespondentManagement 
in their respective cases , the days for which the conccmcd 
Petitioner had worked in the Respondent/Departmenthas 
been clearly given . It in their fw cr contention that 
service certificates relicd upon by these Politioners as 
issued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department were not issucd by the department and they 
werç crcated by the Perilicncrs themselves and the 
particulars of the alleged scrvice in the Telecom 
Departmentmentioned in the service certificates said to 
have been issucd by the officials of thc Respondent 
Department from 1987 to 1995 arc all bogus. By sufficient 
documentary cvidence, evidence through Ex .M2 10 M75 
original muster rolls in the cross examination of WWI 
and WW2and through the common cvidcncc of MWI it 
has been cstablished that the particulars given in the 
service certificates by thc Petitioners arc bogus. WWI 
and WW2have clearly admitted in Uncir cross examination 
when their attention have been drawn to the entries in 
the original muster rolls mcntioned in ilicir service 
ccrtificates that their names have not been available in 
the original muster rolls, maintained by the Telecom 
Department. The serox copy of those musicr rolls have 
been exhibited on the side of the Respondent Management 
as Management Exhibits M2 to M75 . In thic cross 
examination of the coinmon witness for the Management 
MWI, no suggestion is put to him about the work of the 
Petitioner for 210 days in the Telecom Department. No 
suggestion was put in the CTOSS cxamination ofMWI that 
the particulars funiished in the service certificates 
produced by the Petitioners are not bogus but they are 
genuinc. On the side of thc Petitioners, no onc has been 
examined as a witness to prove the service certificates 
they are relying upon . The officials in the Telecom 
Department, who said to have issued those certificates 
have not been examined by the Petitioners to prove their 
respective service certificates. From these common 
cvidence available, it is seen that these Petitioners have 
worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying out the 
departmental work as Casual Labourers. From the 
available evidence , it is scen that these Petitioners were 


cngaged as Casual Labourers by the regular depanmental 
workmçıi for the seasonal work of the dcpartinent tlicy 
were attending and they were disengaged on completion 
of the particular work . From this it is seen that the 
contention of the Perilioner in the Cljim Statement that 
the work will be available always and it is perennial type 
of work are all falsc . Thic Petitioners who have been 
cxamined as common wilnçsses for workmen as WWI 
and WW2 halcidmiied that they were engagedas Casual 
Labourers by thc rcgular stall of ilic department only to 
assist them for doing the departmental work as and when 
itwasnecessary From the evidence available in this case, 
it is seen that Petitioners who have been working as casual 
mazdoors temporarily by assisting llc regular and 
permanent staff of Rcspondent/ Telecom Department have 
disengaged , since the work they were attended were 
completed and there was no further work for them to do . 
So from the materials available in this case by way of 
exhibits and cvidence, it is clearly established by the 
Respondent/Management by production of original 
musicr rolls which have been rçferred to in service 
certificates of the Pctitioners ihat the Petitioners have 
never worked as Casual Labourers under those muster 
rolls for the said period and have not been paid nages by 
the department. From this, it is seen as contended by the 
leamed counsel for the RespondentManagement in his 
argument that the particulars given in the service 
certificates produced by the Pctitioners are not inic 
particulars but they are bogus certificates. If rcally , the 
particulars given in the scrvice certificates relicd upon 
by thc Petitioners are true, the Respondent/Department 
would have granlcd temporary statusmazdoors for Casual 
Labourers. From the evidence available in these cases, it 
is abundantly proved by the Respondent/Department that 
these Petitionershave notworked continuously from 1987 
to 1995. Further, it is seen from the evidence available 
that the Petitioners were engaged by the department as 
Casual Labourers only for the short period and when 
required and he was given wages on daily rated basis. It 
is the evidence of MW I that the work the Petitioners 
were doing as Casual Labourers was only seasonal work 
and it was not a continuous one and it is not available all 
through the year. It cannot be denied that the work these 
Petitioners attended as Casual Labourers in the 
Respondent/Management department were only 
developmentwork like opening now telephone exchanges 
and strengthening the existing exchanges and they were 
done as project works and on completion of dat work , 
these Petitioners have no work in the department to 
continue in service. It is the definite evidence of MWI 
that on checking tlic service particulars given by the 
Petitioners, the departmenthas found that thic particulars 
they furnished are not inic and they were found to be 


( HM II - UN 


3 ( ii ) ] 


HTTC 


| 76147 : 17 15 , 2002 / 2 


25 , 1924 


5755 


bogus. All these things cannot be denicd . It has been 
demonstrated before this Tribunal by the Respondent/ 
Management by relevant documents that the names of 
the Petitioners were not available in the originalmuster 
rolls that has been mentioned in their scrvice certificates. 
From this, it is established that the particulars given in 
their service certificates are false . No date of issuc of 
those service certificates is available in the service 
certificates. The Petitioners who have been examined as 
common witnesses for these Petitioners as WW1 and 
WW2 also have not stated in their evidence , the dates on 
which they were issued those service certificates by the 
concerned officials in the department. If they were really 
issued by the officials of the Respondent/Telecom 
Departmentas a record for their service in the department, 
the Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all 
these things in their respective Claim Statements. The 
non-mention of the same in their Claim Statements and 
the production of these certificates without any basis 
during trial of the cases before this Tribunal go to show 
that these Petitioners have treated them for the purpose 
of these cases as the RespondentManagement contends 
it. From the available materials, it is seen that the 
Respondent/Management in rcgular course did not 
employ Petitioners and they wcre not given independent 
work , so the question of retrenchment from service does 
not at all arisc . So under such circumstances, the question 
of Respondents not following the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior notice and 
compensation under Section 25F of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 will not at all arise. Asper the recent decisions 
of the Supreme Coun , the Petitioner has to prove 
conclusively with acceptable, legal evidence that he has 
worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a 
Casual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days 
preceding the date on which they have been disengaged 
from work , In the absence of such evidence on the side 
of the Petitioner, it can be concluded that they have 110 
right to claim even conferment of tcmporary status of 
casualmazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in scrvicc 
in the Respondent/Telecom Dcpartment. So , under such 
circumstances from the available materials it is seen that 
the action of the Management of Telecom Department in 
not engaging these Petitioners as casual mazdoors . 
subsequent to completion of work for which they have 
engaged is legal and justificd . Hence, this Petitioner is 
not entitled to the relief he praved for in his Claim 
Statement. Thus, the point is answered accordingly . 

6 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the 
Claim Statcinent No Cost . 

(Dictated to the Stenographer , transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by mc in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002 .) 

K .KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 


Common -Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen - 
W . W .1 - Sh . K , Umapathy ( Petitioner in ID 156 /2001 ) 
W . W .2 - Sh .K -Mohan (Pctitioner in I. D . 262/2001) 
For the II Party /Management : 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P . Chandrasekar [DE ( Legal & 

Commercial)] Examined in 1.D .No. 11/2001 and 

has taken as Common cvidence in this casc . 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party Workmen : 
WISeries(7) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners. 
W2 . Original Servicc Note Book . 
W3 Series( 7) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party /Management : 
M } - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners , 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.05850 

Xerox copy of M . R . No.05851 
M + - Xerox copy of M .R . No .07188 
M5 . Xerox copy of M .R . No.07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 19 /04693 
M7 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 3/0611 + 
M9 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 9 /06114 
M10) - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06114 
MII - Xerox copy of MR.No.6 /06115 
M12 - Xerox copyof M .R . No. 5/06115 
MI3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
MIH - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1 /08511 
M15 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /07289 
M16 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 7/ 4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4/ 1431 
MI 8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /15948 
M19 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M . R . No .21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13/08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M .R , No.23/08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /08513 
M2+ . Xerox copy of M .R No. 11 /08514 
M25 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 15/20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 18 / 20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. U /20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .03 /20867 
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M72 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13/27 
M73 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19/29 
M74 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 4 /29 
M75 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 20 /29 


M30 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .02/20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M .R , No . 13 /20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 12 / 20869 
M33 - Xerox copy of MR, No. 23 /20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12/4 
M37 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 14 /4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.4 /5 
M39 . Xerox copy of M .R . No .7/5 
M40 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /5 
M41 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 17 /5 
M43 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.22/ 5 
M44 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .4 /59 
M45 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.( 4978 
M46 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No . 8 /06216 
M47 . Xcrox copy of M . R . No.07188 
M18 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.7 /4427 
M49 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15/06117 
M50 - Xeroxcopy of M .R .No .9 / 06114 
M5] . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18/06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .6 /06115 
M53 , Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
M54 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1/08511 
M55 . Xcros copy of M .R . No. 2/08511 
M56 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 22 /0851 ] 
M57 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.23 /08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /08513 
M61) - Xeros copy of M .R . No. 15 /20861 
MOL - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
M02 - X¢rox copy of M .R . No . 12/20862 
M03 - Xeroy copy of M . R . No. 11/20863 
M6H - Xçrox copy of MR. No. 19 / 20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M . R , No . 11/ 20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.09/20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of M .R . No (73/20867 
M08 - Xcrox copy of MR. No . 14 / 20867 
M69 . Xcrox copy of M .R . No .02/20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12 /20869 
M71 - Xcro.x copy of MR. No.06 /21253 
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कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21stMay , 2002 
S. O . 1981. - - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref . No. 716 / 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
thc Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the managementof Telecom Depit , and their workman , 
which was received by the Central Government 
on 21 -5 - 2002 

[No. L - 40012 / 137 / 99 - JR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT , INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday , the 30th April, 2002 
Present : K , KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No.715/ 2001 
( Tamil Nadu Principal Labour Court CGID No. 

366 /99 ) 
( In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause ( d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub - section 2 ( A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 
1947 ), between Sri P . Panneer Selvam and the 
Management of Telecommunications, Kancheepuram 
Dist. Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri P . Pannccr Selvam : 1 Party /Workman 

AND 
The General Manager : Il Party/Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist., Chennai. 
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Appearance : 

Respondent, and has put in 1474 number of days of 
For thc Workman : M /s. M .Gnanasekaran , C . 

service, he had not been regularised . The Department of 
Premavathy , Advocates 

Telecommunication in order to absorb the casual 

mazdoors working in the department for a long period 
For the Management : Sri K . Sambasivam , Addl. 

formulated a Scheme known as casualmazdoors (Grant 
CGSC 

of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The 
The Govt. of India , Ministry of Labour in exercise Respondent/ Telecom Department failed to confer 
of powers conferred by clausc ( d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and temporary status on the Petitioner under the said Schemc, 
sub - section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, which is illegal and arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has 
1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial been denied employment w .e. f. 25 - 06 - 1995 and , when 
Dispute for adjudication vidc Order No. L - 40012 / 1371 his scryices were terminated he was getting Rs 60 /- as 
99 /IR (DU ) dated 29 -09- 1999 . 

daily wages. When he approached thc concemed authority 
This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 

for conferment of temporary status he was informed that 
Nadu PrincipalLabour Court , where it was taken on file 

he will be taken back to duty . The petitioner was waiting 
as C .G .I.D . No. 366 /99 When the matter was pending 

for orders from the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
enquiry in that Principal Labour Court, the Govt. of India , 

regarding his re - engagement. However, he has not 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 

received any orders nor he was taken back to duty so far. 
casc from that Principal Labour Court to this Tribunal 

His service was utilised for the regular work that is 
for adjudication . On rccciptofrecords from that Principal 

perennial in nature . Therefore , when the work and the 
Labour Court, the case has been taken on file as I.D . No. 

necessity to engage the Petitioner continuous , there is no 
716 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel on cither 

reason or justification for denying the employment to the 
side, informing them about the transfer of this case to 

Pctitioner. No reason was given by the Respondent/ 
this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before this 

Telecom Department for terminating the services of the 
Tribunal on 17 - 10 -2001 On receipt of noticc from this 

Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the 
Tribunal, the counsels on either side present along with 

principles of natural justice. No enquiry was conducted 
their respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 

and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity beforc 

his services werc discontinued . The Petitioner has put in 
When the matter came up before me for final 

more than a decade continuous service and the termination 
hearing on 01-04 - 2002 , upon perusing the Claim 

of his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 
Statement, Counter Statement, the other matcrial papers 

25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Further , the 
on record , the oral and documentary evidence let in on 

Pctitioner was not given any notice or compensation in 
citlicr side as common evidence for this case and the 

icrms of the said provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 
conncctcd similar cases and after hearing the arguments 

1947 . Hence, the action of the Respondent Department 
advanced by the learned counsel for the Il Party / 

in terminating the services of Pertitioner without notice 
Management alone, this matterhaving stood over till this 

or compensation is ab intnitio void and the Petitoner is 
date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 

deemd to be in continous in service and therefore, is 
Collowing --- 

entitled to be reinistated with all other service benefits 
AWARD 

including arrears of back wages. The Respondent ought 
The IndustrialDispute referred to in thic above order 

to have conferred temporary status as per the temporary 
of reference by the CentralGovt. for adjudication by this 

status scheme and further absorbed him against regular 
Tribunal is as follows: 

Group D post . Thc Respondent/ Telecom Department s 

action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary . Hence, this 
" Wlicther the action of the General Manager, 

industrial dispute hasbeen raised against the Respondent 
Telecom , Chengalpattu in tcriminating the services 

Telccom Department for a declaration that the order of 
of Shri P . Pauneer Selvam , CasualMazdoor is legal 

termination dated 25 -6 - 95 is illegal and arbitrary and 
and justified ? If not, to what relief, is he entitled ?" 

consequently for a direction to tlic Respondent / 
2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by Management to reinstate the Petitioner in service w .c .f. 
the I Party /Workman arc briefly as follows . 

25-06 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
The I Party /Workman Shri P . Panneer Selvam other attendant benefits. 
(herçinafter refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual 

3. Thc II Party Management Telecom Department 
labour in the Il Party Management Telecom Department has filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations of 
( hiercinalicr refers to as Respondent) on 01- 12 -1981 for the Petitioner in the Claim Statement about his 
digging . drawing wires , laying posts and for other allied appointment as Casual Labour on () 1 - 12 - 1984 and his 
jobs as directed by his superiors He was paid nominal contention about continuous working with the 
wages of Rs.650 as daily rated wages. Though thç Respondent Department for a period of 1474 number of 
Petitioner las been continuously working with the days or service and the alleged termination of the 
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Petitioner from service on 25 -06 - 1995 . It is further alleged 
that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis 
for the unskilled work i.e. to carry out digging, drawing 
out wires, laying posts and for other casualworks on daily 
rated wages for a short spell during 1995 for a period of 
91 days. The department used to engage the Petitioner 
as and when there was work . In 1989 , a Scheme called 

Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was 
introduced for the Casual Labourers who actually worked . 
The essential conditions of the scheme are : – 

1. The casual labour should liave been engaged 

prior to 31 -3 - 1985 : 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.c. 01- 10 -89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any onc of the preceding years prior 

10 01- 10 - 1989; and 
7 . There should not be a break for a period ofmore 

than one year. 

The pctitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also fumished the scrvice particulars. Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the petitioner were scrutinized and found 
to be bogus. The petitioner had produced false servicc 
certificates with a view to get the benefits like 
regularisation etc . from the department. So , the 
department did 11ot consider the claim of tlıc Petitioner. 
The alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled 
and perennial in nature. As on date, the department is 110t 
cngaging Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any 
purposc and also not doing such type of work as done by 
thc Pctitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, 
Uiere is no scope for thc Pctitioner for his re -employinent 
in the Respondent/ Telecoin Department. The Petitioner 
was engaged on casual basis as and when required by the 
department, hence , lic is 1101 cligible for reinstatement as 
por the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
Scheme. Hence, it is prayed that the Hon blc Tribunal 
may be plcased to dismiss lic claim petition . 

t. When the matter was taken up for cnquiry , the 
learned counsel on cither side rcprcscnted that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like thc Petitioner pending enquiry beforç this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly 
and the evidence given in 1 D . No. 156 /2001 on cither 
side can be treated as common cvidence for all these cases. 
On the side of the Petitioncr/Workman Sri K . Umapathy, 
Petitioner in LD . No . 130 /2001 , and Sri K .Mohan , 
Petitioner in I. D .No . 262/ 2001 have been cxamined as 
WW1and WW2 rcspcctively As per the memo liled by 
the Icarncd counsel for thic RcspondentManagement, the 


evidence given by one Divisional Engineer, Mr. P . 
Chandrasekar, who has been examined as a common 
witness MW1 in I, D .No. 11/2001 , has been treated as a 
common cvidence for this case and other similar 
connected cases. On the side of the Petitioner, the xerox 
copy of the service certificates have been marked as 
common Workinen exhibits . On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate 
of WW1 filed before the conciliating authority carlier 
and the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which 
are mentioned in those Scrvice certificates under Ex .W1 
to W3 have been marked as Ex.M1, M2 to M75 . The 
learned counsel for the II Party Management has advanced 
his arguments. 

5 . The Point for my consideration is 
" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecom , Chengalpattu in terminating the services 
of Shri P . Panneer Selvam , CasualMazdoor is legal 
and justified ? If not,to what relief, he is entitled ?" 
Point : - 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the leamed counsel on either side , a joint 
trial of these 60 cascs which arc similar in nature has 
bcen conducted two out of thcsc Petitioners have been 
examined as WWI and WW2. WI series, W2 and W3 
scries, the service certificates of WW1 and WW2 
respectively have been marked . On the side of the 
Management thc Xerox copy of the services certificate 
of WW I lilcd before the conciliating authority earlier 
and the Xerox copics of the original muster rolls which 
are mentioned in thiosc Service certificates under Ex.WI 
to W3 lavc been marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75 . Apart 
from thesc documents tlic other Pctitioners also filed in 
Court individually in their respectivc cases as the service 
certificates issued to them mentioning their scrvicc 
particulars , which are remained unmarked documents, 
The common claim made by all Uicsc Petitioncrs in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Rcspondent/ 
Telecom Department is that the termination of the 
Petitioners from servicc by thic Respondent Management 
is illegal and thcy must be reinstated in scrvice by the 
RcspondentManagement from thic dulc of thcir respective 
içrmination from scrvicc as mentioned in thcir respective 
Claim Statements . Thicy have raised thcsc claims based 
on tic service records. Thcy were lilcd into Court in thcir 
respective cases. WWIand WW2 bave spokon about their 
respective scrvice certificates they have ſiled into Court 
in their respective cases. In tlic cross examination of both 
thic Pctitioners WW1 and WW2, thcy have admitted that 
tlicy have given their service particulars to the 
Rcspondent/Department as per the direction of thic 
department for consideration to confer terinporary status 
mazdoors only . It is their further contention in the 
cvidcncc atat thc inception when they mei ( hic Telecom 
pcoplc , who were doing the work of thic department ncar 
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their house , requested those permanent employees of the from service. There is no appointment order as well as 
Respondent/ Telecom Department like lineman to give the termination order passed by the Respondent/ 
them work and as per their dircction they went to see the Management for these Petitioners to claim that he was 
Assistant Engineer, and requested him to provide work appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Department and 
in the Respondent/Department. WW1 and WW2 who lie was terminated against the provisions of Industrial 
have deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners Disputes Act, 1947 . According to the Management of 
have stated in the cross examination that they have not Telecom Department, these people were engaged in the 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and year 1995 and some persons were engaged at the end of 
they have not mentioned so in their carlier Claim 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respondenu 
Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of Telecom Department for laying the cables, and erecting 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They poles and other connected casual works. It is the specific 
further say that they do not know the name of the Assistant stand of the Respondent/Management that all thesc 
Engineer, whom they met and asked for work. It is their Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the 
further evidence, that they used to get the wages by signing Counter Statement filed by the RespondentManagement 
the muster rolls and the numbers of muster rolls mentioned in their respective cases, the days for which the concerned 
in their respective service certificates are true and correct Petitioner had worked in the Respondent/Department has 
and their respective names are available in those original been clearly given . It is their further contention that 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective service service certificates relicd upon by these Petitioners as 
certificates. They further say in the cross examination issued by the officials of the Respondent / Telecom 
that they mentioned in thcir respective Claim Statements Departinentwere not issued by the department and they 
that they were given service certificates by the Assistant were created by thc Petitioners themselves and the 
Engineer for the days they worked in the Respondent particulars of the alleged service in the Telecom 
Department. They have also denied the suggestion in the Department mentioned in the service certificates said to 
cross cxamination , that the service certificales produced have been issued by the officials of the Respondenu/ 
by thesc Petitioners in their respective cases are all false Department from 1987 to 1995 are all bogus. By sufficient 
certificates and they were created by them . They have documentary evidence , evidence through Ex .M2 to M75 
also denied the suggestion that they have not worked in original muster rolls in the cross examination of WWI 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department for the period they and WW2 and through the common evidence ofMW1 it 
have mentioned by days in thcir respective Claim has been cstablished that the particulars given in the 
Statements. On the side of the Respondent/Management, service certificates by the Petitioners are bogus. WW1 
the evidence given by Divisional Engineer, one Mr. and WW2 have clearly admitted in thcir cross examination 
P . Chandrasekar as MWI carlier has been trcated as when their attention havc been drawn to the entries in 
common evidence for this casc and similar connected the original muster rolls mentioned in their service 
other cases as per the memo filed by the Icarned counsel certificates that their names have not been available in 
for the Respondent/Management. According to the the original mustcr rolls, maintained by the Telecom 
Petitioner, he was engaged by the Respondent/ Department. The xcrox copy of those muster rolls have 
ManagementDepartmentof Telecommunication as casual been exhibited on the side of the RespondentManagement 
mazdoor in the year 1984 and worked continuously till as Management Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the cross 
1995 , as he has stated in his Claim Statement. It is his examination of the common witness for theManagement 
further allegation in the Claim Statement that all of a MW1, no suggestion is put to him about the work of the 
sudden he was terminated and the action of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department. No 
RespondentManagement, Telecommunication Depart suggestion was put in the cross examination ofMW1that 
ment in terminating him from service in not following the particulars furnished in the service certificatcs 
the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab produced by the petitioners are not bogus but they are 
initio void and illegal. Since the said action of the genuinc. On the side of the Petitioners, no one has been 
RespondentManagement is illegal, hemustbe rcinstated examined as a witness to prove the service certificates 
in service by the Respondent Management from the date they are relying upon , The officials in the Telecom 
of the alleged termination of service in the year 1995 , Department, who said to have issued those certificates 
But it is the contention of the RespondentManagement have not been examined by thc Petitioners to prove thcir 
and also the evidence of MW1 that service certificatcs respective service certificates . From these common 
filed by the Petitioners are all false and created by evidence available , it is scen that these Petitioners have 
themselves and they have not mentioned anything with worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of the 
regard to availability of service certificates in their Claim Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying out the 
Statements. The learned counsel for the Respondent departmental work as Casual Labourers. From the 
Management would further contend that in the Claim available evidence, it is seen that these Petitioners were 
Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been mentioned engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular departmental 
as to who appoint them and where they have worked and workinen for the seasonal work of the department they 
who in theRespondent Department has terminated them were attending and they were disengaged on completion 
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of the particular work . From this it is seen that the 
contention of the Petitioner in thc Claim Statement that 
the work will be available always and it is perennial type 
of work are all false. The Petitioners who have been 
examined as common witnesses for workmen as WWI 
and WW2have admitted that they were engaged as Casual 
Labourers by the regular staff of the department only to 
assist them for doing the departmental work as and when 
it wasnecessary . From the evidence available in this case , 
it is seen that Petitioners who have been working as casual 
mazdoors temporarily by assisting the regular and 
permanentstaff of Respondent/ Telecom Department have 
disengaged , since the work they were attended were 
completed and there was no further work for them to do . 
So from the matcrials available in this case by way of 
exhibits and evidence , it is clearly established by the 
Respondent/Management by production of original 
muster rolls which have been referred to in service 
certificates of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have 
never worked as Casual Labourers under those muster 
rolls for the said period and have notbeen paid wages by 
ilic deparment. From this, it is seen as contended by the 
learned counsel for the RespondentManagement in his 
argument that the particulars given in the service 
ceriſicates produced by the Petitioners are not inic 
particulars but thicy arc bogus certificates. If really , the 
particulars given in the service certificates relied upon 
by thc Petitioners arc truc, the respondent/Department 
would have been granted thici temporary status 
mazdoors for Casual Labourers by the Respondent/ 
Department From the evidence available in these cases , 
it is abundantly roved by the Respondent/Departmçnt 
that these Petitioners have notworked continuously from 
1985 to 1995 Funhcr, it is seen from thic cvidence 
available that the Pctitioners were engaged by the 
departmentas Casual Labourers only for the short period 
as and wlich required and thicy were giv cn wages on daily 
rated basis. It is the evidence of MW I that the work the 
Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was only 
scasonal work and it was not a continuous one and it is 
not available all through the year. It cannot be denied 
that the work thcsc Petitioners attended as Casual 
Labourers in thc Rcspondent/Management department 
were only development work like opening new telephone 
exchanges and strengthening the cxisting exchanges and 
they were done as project works and on completion of 
that work , these Petitioners have no work in the 
department to continue in service. It is the definite 
evidence ofMWIthat on checking the service particulars 
given by the Petitioners, the department has found dat 
the paniculars they furnished are not inie and they were 
found to be bogus. All these things cannot be denied . It 
has been deinonstrated before this Tribunal by the 
Respondent Management by relevant documents that the 
names of the Petitioners were not available in the original 
muster rolls that has been mentioned in thcir service 


certificates, From this, it is established that the particulars 
given in their service certificates are false. No date of 
issue of those service certificates is available in the service 
certificates, The Petitioners who have been cxamined as 
common witnesses for these Petitioners as WWI and 
WW2 also have not stated in their evidence, thic dates on 
which they were issued those service certificates by the 
concerned officials in the department. If they were really 
issued by the officials of the Respondent/Telecom 
Department as a record for their service in the department, 
the Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all 
these things in their respective Claim Statements . The 
non -mention of the same in their Claim Statements and 
the production of these certificates willout any base 
during trial of the cascs before this Tribunal go to show 
that these Petitioners for the purposc of these cases as it 
Respondent/Management contend . From the available 
materials, it is sccn that the Respondent/Management in 
regular course did not employ Pctitioners and they were 
101 given independent work , so the question of 
retrenchment from service does not at all arise. So under 
such circumstances, the question of Respondents not 
following the provisions of IndustrialDisputes Act, 1947 
and the issuance of prior notice and compensation under 
section 25F of Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 will not at 
all arise . Asper the recentdecisions of the Supreme Court , 
tlie Petitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable , 
legal evidence that he has worked in thc Respondent/ 
Telecom Department as a Casual Labour for a continuous 
period or 240 days preceding the date on which they have 
been disengaged from work In the absence of such 
evidence on the side of the Petitioner, it can be concluded 
that they have no right to claim even conferment of 
temporary status of casual mazdoors and also to claim 
reinstatement in service in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department Şo , under such circumstances, from the 
available materials it is seen that thic action of the 
Management of Telecom Department in 1101 engaging 
thcsc Petitioners as casual mazdoors, subsequent to 
completion of work for which they have engaged is legal 
and justified . Hence , this Petitioner is not entitled to the 
relief he prayed for in his Claim Statement. Thus, the 
point is answered accordingly. 

6 . In die result, an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the 
Claim Statement No Cost 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April , 2002 .) 

K , KARTHIKEYAN . Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WWI - Sh . K . Umapathi (Petitioner in I. D . 156 / 2001) 
W . W . 2 - Sh . K . Mohan (Petitioner in 1. D . 202 /2001) 
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978321 M451 : 15, 2002 / 8 25, 1924 
For the II Party /Management: -- 

M31 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /20863 
M . W . I . Sh . P . Chandrasekar [DE (Legal & M32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 

Commercial)] Examincd in 1. D .No. 11 /2001 and M33 - Xerox copy of M . R . No .23 /20869 
has taken as Common evidence in this case 

M34 Xerox copy of M .R . No .20 /04631 
Common Documents Marked : 

M35 - Xerox copy of MR . No .24 /2 
For the I Party /Workmen : 

M36 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 12 /4 
WISeries( 7) - Original service certificates issued in favour M37 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 14 /4 
of Petitioners . 

M38 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /5 
W2 - Original Service Note Book , 

M39 Xerox copy of M .R . No .7/5 
W3 Series (7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

M40 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /5 
issued in favour of Petitioners. 

M41 . - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/5 
For the II Party/Management: 

M42 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 17 /5 
MI- Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

M43 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.22/ 5 
favour of Pctitioners. 

M44 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.4 /59 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R No .05850 

M45 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .04978 
M3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No .05851 

M46 - Xerox copy cf M .R . No . 8 /06216 
M4 - Xerox copy of MR No 07188 

M47 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.07188 
Xero.x copy of M .R . No.07193 

M48 - Xerox copy of M . R , No.7 /4427 
M6 - 

M49 . Xérox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /04693 

M50 - Xerox copy of M .R .No .9 /06114 
M7 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 18 /64693 

M51 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 18 /06114 
M8 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 3 /06114 

M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.6 /06115 
M9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.9 /06114 

M53 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M10 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 

M54 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1 /08511 
Mil - Xerox copy of M .R .No.6 /06115 

M55 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No .2 /08511 
M12 - Xerox copy of MR.No.5 /06115 

M56 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 22 /08511 
M13 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 

M57 - Xưrox copy of M .R . No . 13/08512 
M14 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 

M58 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No.23/08512 
M15 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 19 /07289 

M59 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M16 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4127 

M60) - Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 15/20861 
M17 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.4 /4131 

MOL - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /20861 
M18 - Xcrox copy of MR No . 13 /15948 

M62 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12/20862 
MI9 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No . 15 /06117 

M63 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/20863 
M20) - Xerox copy of A R . No.21/06119 

M64 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /20863 

M65 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 11 /20864 
M21 - Xcrox copy of M . R No. 13/08512 

M60 - Xerox copy of MR. No.09/20866 
M22 - Xcros copy of MR. No. 23 /08512 

M67 - Xerox copy of MR No .03/20867 
M23 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 10 /08513 

M68 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /20867 
M2 + - Xerox copy of M .R , No . 11 /08514 

M09 - Xerox copy of MR. No.02/20868 
M25 - Xcrox cipy of M .R . No. 15 / 20861 

M70) - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
M20 - Xerco copy of M . R . No. 18 /20861 

M71 Xero .. copy of MR. No.06 / 21253 
M27 - Xerox copy of MR No. 12 /20862 

M72 - Xcrox copy of M . R . No. 13/27 
M28 - Xcrox copy of MR. No. 11/ 20863 

M73 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19/29 
M29 - Xerox copy of MR No 03/20867 

M74 . Xçrox copy of MR. No 1 /29 
M30 - Xerox copy of MR. No.02/20868 

M75 - Xerox cor vi ? No,21129 
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fart, 215, 2002 


REPRESENTATIVE : 


For the workman 


: Shri Munish Chander & 

Shri Y . P . Singla . 


1. 311 . 1982 . - alanin 444 fufc4a , 1947 ( 1947 
14 ) 71 17 CHCU # 4 P R A .V . . 4 . 
प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध में 
निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण चडीगढ़ 
के पंचाट ( संदर्भ संख्या 189/ 98 ) को प्रकाशित करती है, जो केन्द्रीय सरकार 
# 21 -5 -2002 78971 


For the management 


: Shri V . K . Gupta . 


AWARD 


( Passed on 6 - 5 -2002 ) 


[ . VH -42011/13/98 - 516.BR. ( 1.7 .) ] 

कुलदीप राप वर्मा, रेस्क अधिकारी 


New Delhi, the 21st May , 2002 


The Central Govt. Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification No. L -42011/ 13 /98 /IR (DU ) dated 10th 
September 1998 has referred the following dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication : 


S . O . 1982 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 140 1947), the Central 
Goverment hereby publishes the award (Ref . No. 
189 / 98 ) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court Chandigarh now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of 
S . H .E .P . and their workman , which was received by 
the Central Government on 21-5 - 2002 


" Whether the action of the management of 
S .H .E .P . Jyotipuram represented by Chief 
Engineer in not converting the services of Smt. 
Vijay Laxmi, from daily wages to workcharge 
cadre is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled to ?" 


No. L - 42011/13/ 98 - IR ( DU )] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 


Before Shri S . M .Goel. Presiding Officer, Central Govt. 
Industrial Tribunal-cum -Labour Court , Chandigartı. 


2 . In the claim Statement the applicant has pleaded 
that she is the wife of Sher Singh Mechanic Token 
No. C . 98 who was an employee of the Respondent 
and he expired on 9 - 1 - 1986 during the course of 
employment. She was employed on compassionate 
ground on daily wage basis w .e. f, 1- 4 - 1987 . She is 
working with the management from that date but she 
was not converted into work charge establishment 
even though there is a policy framed by the 
management that the daily rated employee after 
completion of 1 - 1/ 2 years service is entitled for being 
brought into workcharge cadre and is also entitled 
for difference pay scale according to the policy of 
the project. The applicant is cligible to the scale Rs. 
260 -400 (pre revised ) w .e. f, 1- 10 -88 in workcharge 
cadre as she has not been converted into workcharge 
cadre , she is claiming the above scale with full back 
wages and other benefits. 


Case No. ID 189 / 98 


Thc General Secretary . 
Salal Workers Union . Jyotipuram , 
G . 183 , P . O . Taluara , Rcasi ( J & K ) 192312 


. . . . . . Applicant. 


Vs . 


Thic Chicf Engineer . 
Salal Hidroclectric Project , 
Jyotipuram . Via 
Reasi (J & K ) 192312 . 


3 . In written statement themanagement admitted that 
her husband was cmployee of the project and he 
died 

on 
9 - 1 - 1986 and his wife applied for the compassionate 
appointment and she was never appointed on 1 -4 -87 
in Salal Project. She was given appointment in Salal 
Project in Cooprative Store which is being run by 
share holders and not by the management. It is also 


. . . . . . .Respondent 


( 471 II - 
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accommodation with her brother on compassionate 
grounds. All these documents goes to show the 


stated that all the daily rated employees of the project 
were converted into the workcharge and at present 
no one is working on daily wages basis . Smt. Vijay 
Laxmi was never appointed in the Salal Project so 
she has no claim and the reference be rejected . 


by the the employed 
by any of the 


4 . Replication was also filed by the Union 
reiterating the claim made in the claim petition . 


5 . In evidence the applicant filed her affidavit as 
W1. She also relied on document Ex . W2 to W10 . 
The management in rebuttal cxamined as many as 
three witnesses. Suresh Kumar filed his affidavit as 
Ex .M1. He also relied on document Ex ,M2 to MII. 
He has admitted in cross -examination that she was 
appointed by the Deputy Manager Personnel Admn. 
of Salal Project. The management also examined 
Parshotam Singh as MW2. He admitted in cross 
cxamination he has admitted that six employecs of 
the project have been working in the consumer store 
and their salary is paid by themanagement. The Head 
of the project is cx -officio president of consumer 
storc. He also admitted that the management transport 
the consumer goods from market to the store in the 
vehicle of the management. The management also 
produced MW3 Sanjay Kumar Singh who was 
working as Asstt . Accounts Officer in SHEP . 


project from the very begining as she was appointed 
by the Deputy Manager (P & A ) of the Project. She 
was not the employee of the Cooperative Store as 
she was not appointed by any office bearer of the 
Store . Now it is not correct to say that the project has 
nothing to do with her services and she is not the 
employee of the project. She was allowed 
accommodation of the project by the order of the 
Secretary House allotment committee. If she was not 
their cmployee , then there was no such 
accommodation & available for the outsiders .More 
over she was appointed on compassionate ground on 
daily wage basis by the Deputy Manager of the Project 
and at this stage the project can not shirk its . 
responsibility by denying that she is not the employee 
of the Project. These documents are sufficient 
cvidence to prove that she is the employee of the 
Project, and Imust hold that from the very beginning 
she is the employee of the project. 


7. Since the applicant was appointed on daily wage 
basis on compassionate ground on the death of her 
husband and she has completed 1 - 1/2 years of service 
on 1- 10 -1988 and as per policy framed by the project 
which are Ex. W3 and W4, the applicant is entitled 
for scale wages as per policy . It is admitted by the 
witness of the management that six other persons are 
working in the project who are the employees of the 
project are also working in this cooperative store . 
Thus I have no hesitation in holding that the applicant 
being the employee of the project is also covered 
under the policy Ex , W3 and W4 and is entitled for 
the scale wages w .c .f. 1 - 10 - 1988 , 


6 . Both the parties have filed their written 
arguments in this case and chose not to address any 
oral arguments. I have gone through the written 
arguments and evidence and record of the case . Ex. 
W2 is the appointment letter dated 1 -4 - 1987 işsucd 
by Mr. J. G . Lal, Deputy Manager (P & A ) by which 
the applicant was appointed on daily wage basis (( Rs. 
15 /- per day w .c.f. 1-4 - 1987as sales girl in the Salal 
Project Cooperative Store on compassionate ground . 
It is sanction of the appointment of the applicant from 
the Salal Project. Ex . W8 is the application of the 
applicant to the General Manager Salal Project for 
job in the project on compassionate ground on the 
death of her husband , which goes to show that she 
applied to the General Manager Salal Project for 
job on compassionate ground and vide Ex . W2 she 
was appointed in the Cooperative Storc as sales girl 
by the General Manager Salal Project. Ex . Mil is 
the letter dated 21 -5 - 1987 vide which the applicant 
was allowed to be a accommodated in thc Govt. house 
allotted to her brother and by order of the Secretary 
House allotment committed she was allowed 


8 . In view of the discussions made in the carlier 
paras , it is held that applicant is the employee of the 
Salal Project and covered under the policy Ex. W3 
and W4 and is also entitled tc the scale wages w .e. f 
1 - 10 - 1988 after putting 1- 1/2 years of service from 
the management. Reference is answered accordingly . 
Central Govt. be informed . 


Chandigarh 
6 -5 -2002 


S .M . GOEL , Presiding Officer 
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a facet, 21 , 2002 
91. 9 . 1983. - 31alfite forat aff4a , 1947 
( 1947 Tº 14 ) PTT 17 3761420 # , # 5179 * 
एफ . टी आई. आई. के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके 
कर्मकारों के बीच , अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औधोगिक विवाद में 

औद्योगिक अधिकरण / श्रम न्यायालय पुणे के पंचाट को प्रकाशित 
och t , 1ta Har o 21 - 5 - 2007 

31 
T ! 

[ . TM -4201.1/25 /94 -3776. 347 . ( 51 .7.) ) 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May , 2002 
S . O . 1983. - In pursuanceofSection 17 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the CentralGovernment hereby 
publishes the award of the Industrial TribunalLabour Court 
Puneas shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of F. T.L.I. and 
their workman ,which was received by the CentralGovernment 
on 21-5-2002 

[No. L -42011/ 25 /94 - IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 


ANNEXŲRE 
BEFORE J. L . DESHPANDE , INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL , AT PUNE 

Reference (IT ) No. 23 / 1996 . 
BETWEEN 
The Director, 
Film & T . V . Institute 
Law College Road, 
PUNE : 411004 

FIRST PARTY 


the Institute is to teach and educate the students on various 
aspects of film making and television production . The 
Institute is also Research Institute. It is autonomous body 
and fully controlled and funded by the Central Govt. It is 
having its own building in the permişes at Prabhat road , 
Pune. 

The Institute runs canteen in its premises since 
the year 1980. It caters the nced of the employees as well 
as its students of the Institute . The canteen was registered 
with the Director of Canteen , New Delhi under 
Registration No. C -76 -D — dated 28 - 8 -86 . The registration 
was continued upto the year 1989 . However, there was 
no further renewal. 
4 . According to the Second Party -workmen , who are 
six in number they were appointed by the Institute and 
they were getting the pay and allowance as per the 
prescribed pay -scale. the Institute used to bear the financial 
burden of the pay and allowances of the canteen employees 
to the extent of 70 % and remaining 30 % used to be raised 
from the counter-sale . However, from the year 1990 
practice of giving of subsidy was discontinued and the 
Institute stopped making payment of allowances and did 
not treat them at par with the other employees of the 
Institute. The Institute had applied to the Provident Fund 
commissioner for coverage for the employees working in 
Canteen but, the contribution was not paid and further the 
application was wihdrawn . Thus the six employees of the 
canteen claimed that the Institute has not given them 
benefits of D . A ., Bonus, Annual Increment, Earned Leave 
etc. w .e.f. January , 1991 which benefits have been given 
by the Institute to its other employees . 
5 . For the aforesaid demand , the workmen raised 
the dsiputc before the Compctent Authority of the Central 
Govt. 
6 . Vide order dated 26 -8 - 96 , Central Govt., made 
a reference U /s. 10 ( 1) (d ) of the Industrial Dispute Act 
to this Court for the adjudication of the following two 
demands mentioned in the schedule : 

“ Whether the demand of the workmen of FTII 
canteen that they should be granted status and 
various benefits available to employees of 
F . T. I. I. is justified ? 
1. Shri A . N . Randhava , 2 . Shri. B . N . Karadkar , 
3 . Shri Ramesh Adole , 4 . Shri. Shankar Tejbije , 
5 . Shri , Bapu Vetal, 6 . Shri Ravindra Pawar. 
“ Whether the action of management in relation 
to F . T .I. I. canteen in withdrawing customary 
benifits like D . A ., Bonus, annual increments, 
earned leave etc . w . e.f. Jan . 1991 from its 
workmen is justified and lawful ? If not, what is 
the relief to which the workmen are entitled to ? 

Responding to the notice , the Second Party 
workmen appeared and filed its Statement of Claim at 
Exhibit U -8 . They re-iterated their demands by filing the 
signed statement of Claim . 


AND 
The Workmen 

SECOND PARTY 
In thc matter of 

: Demands regarding the 
benefits of D . A . Bonus, 
Annual Increment etc . to the 
employees of the canteen of 

F . T . I.T. 
APPEARANCES : 

Shri V . R , Kulkarni, 
advocate for the First party . 
Shri A . Y . Shikarkhane , 
Advocate for the Second 

Party . 

AWARD 
This is a reference made by the Central Government 
under Section 10 ( 1) (d ) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 pertaining to certain demandsmade by theworkmen 
who claimed to be employees of Film and Television 
Institute of India , Pune (hereinafter the workmen are 
referred to as the Second Party, and the Film & Television 
Institute – First party is only referred to as Institute ). 
2 . The Institute is tcaching and training the institute 
registered under Societies Registration Act. It imparts 
education and training to the students and basic object of 
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8 . The Institutc opposed the demand by filing the 
Written Statement at Exhibit -7 . According to the Institute 
it is not an Industry under Section 2 (i) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. It is teaching and training institute and 
therefore, there is no profit carning motive behind the 
activity of the Institute. It being not Industry, the reference 
is notmaintainable . The additional ground taken by the 
Institute is that the Central Govt. should not have referred 
the demands to the Tribunal established by the State Govt. 
According to the Institutc thc workmen are not the 
employees of the Institute and they are employees of the 
Contractors. Thus, there is no employer-employee 
relationship between the Institutc and the workmen . 
9 . The Institute admits that the canton was initially 
registered with the Dircctor of Canteen , Govt. of India 
bul, it has taken stand that there was misunderstanding 
on the part of the officers of the Institute and the canteen 
was for some time treated as Departmental Canteen . 
However, the Institute constituted a committee to go into 
this question and the Committce submitted report that 
the Institute was not office of the Govt. and the canteen 
was not departmental canteen . Therefore, the practice of 
giving 70 % subsidy for payment of salary of the canteen 
employees was stopped from January, 1991. Thus , 
denying the relationship of employer-employec , the 
Institute has taken stand that the workmen arc not its 
" employces and they are not entitled to the pay and 
allowances and other fecilities at par with the employees 
of the Institute . 
10 . On thcsc pleadings, my learned predecessor 
framed issues at Exhibit 0 - 1 . 
11 , Issue of justifiability of demand was added which 
was also part of the demand referred to this Court for 
adjudication . Partics filcd pursis at Exhibit U - 22 and C 
30 not to lead further evidence . 
12 . Both the sides have lcd oral as well as 
documentary evidence and filed written arguments . 
13 . The issues with their findings for the reasons 
given thereof are as follows : 
ISSUES 

FINDINGS 
( 1 ) 

Whether the First party 
prove that the First party is 
not Industry & appropriato 

Govt. is Central Govt. ......No 
(2 ) Whether the Second party 

prove that the canteen 
in question is connected 
with First Party & depart 
mental canteen ? 

..... Yes. 
Whether the demands made by 
thc Sccond Party workmen 
which are under reference 

are justifiable ? 
(4 ) What award ? 

..Rclerence 

allowed 
14 . REASONS. 


Thc Institute has taken stand that it is autonomous 
body registered under Societies Registration Act and it is 
not an Industry — From the pleading as well as from 
the oral evidence, it is seen that the Institute came to be 
registered under Societies Registration Act on 1 - 10 - 1974 . 
Formerly, it was wing of the Central Govt. According to 
the Institute , its principle activity is to impart training to 
the candidates and educate the students on various aspects 
of film making and television . There is no profil-earning 
motive. Thus, it indulges in patterns of teaching in all 
branches of film and television to raise the standard of 
film and television education in India . I am told that the 
Institute also makes endevour to raise technical standards 
of Indian films and T. V . programmes for making them 
morc satisfied and acceptable to the viewers at large . It 
works on fresh ideas and new technics in the Cinema and 
T. V . Thus, it supplies man - power for the growing needs 
of the film industry and T. V . Industry . 
15 . Harping upon these objectives of the Institute , it 
was submitted by the learned Advocate for the First Party 
Institute that, it is not Industry within the meaing of 
Section 2 (i) of the Industrial Disputes Act. As against 
this , it was submitted by the learned Advocate for the 
workmen that the Institute not only impart training to the 
students and the candidates but, it also gives on rent its 
auditorium , machines and infra structure and earn profit 
though in small scale from such activities. In this respect 
hçmade reference to the statement which appear in para 
8 of the deposition of Exhibit CW - 1 -Rairikar, who is 
Administrative Officer of the Institute . Therefore , he 
stated that the Institute gives on rent their studio if the 
dates are vacant and that is additional source of income. 
He further stated that the Institute gives on rent the 
equipments and machinery required for shooting . On 
going through the incomeand expenditure account of the 
Institute (Exhibit C - 27 ) Schedule 9 , it is seen that there are 
certain entries at incomeside which show that the University 
gets certain amount as income besides grant- in -aid . The 
outside Producer s receipts as shown in the balance -sheet 
for the said financial year arc Rs. 5 ,67 ,975 /-. I need not 
dewel deep into the financial aspect of the Institute but, I 
have made reference to the income and expenditure 
statement to show that the entries therein read alongwith 
the statement of Exhibit CW - 1 - Shri. Rairikar 
substantiate the contention of the learned Advocate for 
the workmen that the Insitute gets some income by way 
of profit from the other activities. 
16 . In my view , the question of getting income or profit 
from any other source is not very much material though 
that component appears to be present in the present case . 
His discussion on this vexed question would obviously 
begin by making a reference often quoted Supreme Court 
decision on this point in the case of BANGALORE 
WATER SUPPLIERS & SEWERAGE BOARD Vs. 
RAJAPPA & OTHERS. ( A . I.R . - 1978 S . C .- 548 ) ( 1978 
LAB I. C . -467). Before making reference to the test laid 


Ycs . 


5766 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JUNE 15, 2002/ JYAISTHA 25 , 1924 


[PART II —— Sec . 3 ( )] 


down by the Supreme Court in above referred case, it 
would be useful to first refer to the definition of Industry 
as given in Section 2 (j) of the Industrial Disputes Act : 
“ 2 (1) “ Industry" means any business, trade, undertaking , 
manufacture or calling of employers and includes any 
calling, service, employment, handicraft, or industrial 
occupation or avocation of workman ." 
17 . Turning to the test as laid down by the Supreme Court , 
there are three prominent tests ~ (i) Systematic activity , 
(ii) Organised by co -operation between employer and 
employee , (iii ) for the production and/or distribution of 
goods and services calcutated to satisfy human wants and 
wishes. It is also made clear by the Supreme Court that , 
while determining whether particular establishment is 
Industry or not, absence of profit motive or gainful 
objective is irrelevant,be the venture in the public, joint, 
private or other sector. The truc focus is functional and 
the decisive test is the nature of the activity with special 
emphasis on the cmployer-employee relations. 
On laying down these tests, and on considering various 
activities of different clubs, educational Institutions, 
Co -operative and Research Institutes, it was observed that, 
if they fulfil the triple test listed above , they cannot be 
exempted from the scope of Section 2 (1) of the Act. The 
discussion which is relevant in the present context appears 
from p -112 onwards of the reported judgement. Supreme 
Court categorised the University as Industry. However, 
it explain that the teaching staff or the staff doing research 
would not be workmen because University is Industry 
but, the other wings of the University and the work force 
which man such wings would be workmen and to their 
extent the University would be an Industry . 
18. No doubt in the present case, the Institute imparts training 
and education to the graduates and post graduates to develop 
their learning in the matter of film and T. V . production . Thus, 
it is part of activity which relates to art and culture. Still then , 
in different sense , it is not beyond and besides the human 
wants . This is so becausc cinema and T .V . has become integral 
part of human life. Thus, the activity ultimately satisfy and 
work in direction of satisfaction of human want. 
Can it be said that the Institute is not an Industry merely 
because it is not established with profit motive . In my 
view if the other activity and the predominant nature of 
the scrvices rendered by the Institute is considered , it 
would run contrary to the spirit of Bangalore Water s 
case (referred supra ). 
19. Still then , the learned Advocate for the Institute 
submitted that the Institute indulges in educational activity 
and it is at par with Research Institute and should be 
exmcpted from the definition of Industry as given in 
Section 2 (j) of the Act. He relied upon Supreme Court 
decision is the case of Physical Research Laboratory 
Vs. K . C . Sharma ( 1997 (I) C .L . R .- 1116 ). In that case , 
the question was whether physical Research Laboratory 
was Industry within the meaning of Section 2 ( ) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. It was held that the Laboratory 


was not Industry . On going through the facts of the 
case , it is seen that the Laboratory was a Institution under 
the Government of India s Deptt . of space. It was engaged 
in pure research in space science . The purpose of research 
was to acquire knowledge about the formation and 
evolution of the Universe but, the knowledge thus 
acquired for not intended for self. Obviously , entire 
activitiy was restricted to research in space science . The 
case is clearly distinguishable because the knowledge so 
acquired was not marketable whereas, commerce is one 
of object , though not sole , in getting knowledge in the 
field of film and T .V . through mediam of Indistitute . The 
Institute has pointed out above also indulge into certain 
other activities which yield income, though in small 
major. Thus, P .R .S . s case and principle laid down thercin 
are not applicable to the present case. On the contrary , 
the observations in Bangalore Water Supplies case and 
test laid down therein , are satisfied by the material 
produced on record . As a corollary of this, I hold that 
the Institute is an Industry within the meaning of Section 
20 ) of the Industrial Disputes Act. 
20 . It is also the stand taken by the First Party 
Institute that the reference to the Industrial Court 
established by the State Govt. is not maintainable 
because the reference has been made by the Central 
Govt. It is the stand of the First Party that the Institute 
was established by the CentralGovt. and subsequently 
it was registered under the Societies Registration Act, 
1960 and since " 1974 it is working as autonomous 
body . However, in the written Statement para 3 , it is 
averred that the Institute is autonomous body and it is 
fully controlled by the Central Govt. for the purpose 
of all policy matters, administration, finance and all 
other such matters. It is further averred that, it is 
controlled industry under the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act and it is controlled by the 
Central Govt. Further, process to state that the 
appropriate authority for adjudication of thc dispute 
is not Industrial Court which is creater of the State 
Govt. but, it is the Central Govt. alone. Therefore, 
this matter should have been referred to the Central 
Tribunal and not to the State Tribunal. On going 
through the rules of the First Party Institute which are 
at Exhibit C -21, it is seen that, there is governing 
counsel of the Institute and President of the Institute 
shall act as Chairman of the Counsel. The President 
is to be moninated by the Central Govt. Members of 
the Institute are Jt. Secretary in the Ministry of 
Information and Broad Casting , Govt. of India , 
Director General, Doordarshan Jt . Secretary , Finance 
and certain other office -bearers of the Institute which 
are either run or controlled by the Central Govt. No 
elucidation on this point is required because in the 
Written Statement itself, the First Party has admitted 
that, it is fully controlled by the Central Govt. in 
this context, I may refer to Section 10 ( 1) (i) of the 
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Industrial Disputes Act which is 3rd proviso to sub 
section 1 of Section 10 , which reads as follows: -- 

" Provided also that where the dispute in relation to 
which the Central Government is the appropriate 
Government, it shall be competent for that Government to 
refer the dispute to a Labour Court or an Industrial Tribunal , 
as the case may be , constituted by the State Government " 
Thus, even if the Institute is run or controlled or managed 
by the Central Govt., by virtue of the above stated provision . 
It is competent to refer the disputc to industrial Court 
constituted by the State Govt. It is not required to refer the 
same to Central Government. From this stand point and 
having regard to the provisions contained in Section 10 (1) (i); 
I hold that the reference made by the Central Govt. to this 
Tribunal is perfectly valid and maintainable. 
21. ISSUE NO . 2 : 

Thc Institute has its own building in the premises 
at Prabhat Road . Formerly , it was one of the Deptt. of 
Central Govt. but, in the year 1974 it was registered under 
Societies Registration Actand became autonomous body. 
The canteen in question is being run even prior to 
1. 10 . 1974 and this fact is admitted by the witness 
examined by the Institutc. The Canteen in question was 
registered with the department of canteen . There is xerox 
copy of Registration Certificate at Exhibit. U -15 , which 
reveal that the canteen was registered and given No . C 
76 . The registration was for the period 1986 -87 to 1988 
89 . After 1989 there is no renewal of registration . Fact 
remains that, once it was registered with the Department 
of Canteen under Registration Act No. C -76 . 
22 . The second Party workman have examined one Shri 
Randhave who is Manager of the Canteen . According to 
him , he was employed in the canteen and he had filed 
application in response to the advertisement, copy of 
which is at Exhibit U - 13 . From the contents of the paper 
cutting, it is seen that the applications were called by the 
Hon . Secretary of Departmental Canteen ofthe First Party 
Institute . Copy of the appointment order of Shri. 
Randhave is at Exhibit U - 14 which was issued by the 
Hon . Secretary of the Department Canteen . Under this 
a appointment order Shri. Randhave was appointed as 
Canteen Manager, w .e. f. 1- 11- 1981 under particular 
scale . Copy of the appointment order was marked 10 
Administrative Officer, Account s Officer and 
Establishment Branch . Title of the appointment order is 
Film and T . V . Institute of India (Departmental 
Cantecn ). Shri Randhave further stated that, when he 
joined as Canteen Manager that time Shri. B . N . Karadkar 
(workman No. 2 ), Shri, Ramesh Adole (workman No. 3), 
Shri. Shankar Tejbijc (workman No. 4 ), Shri Bapu Vatal 
(workman No. 5 ) were also working in the 
Canteen . Shri. Karadkar was Coupen Clerk , Shri. R . 
Adole was Halwai/Cook, Shri. S . Tejbije was bearer and 
Shri Vetal was also bearer in the canteen . Shri Randhave 
also stated that Shri Pawar workman No. 6 joined the 
Canteen in the year 1984 as bearer. In the Cross 


Examination there is no denial to this part of the evidence 
and it is not suggested to him that these workman never 
worked at the canteen and they were not appointed prior 
to Shri Randhave . In the written Statement also there is 
no denial to that cffect. On the contrary , in the written 
Statement para 9 (i), it is averred that from 1984 to 1989 
all these workers were given somc amount by way of 
subsidy towards allowances etc . by the Managing 
Committee of the Institute but, these persons were never 
treated at par with the employees of the Institute . This 
statement shows that the Institute does not dispute the 
fact that the six workman who are involved in the 
reference had worked at the Canteen . 
23. According to the workmen , they were getting 
subsidy to the extent of 70 % but, suddenly from the year 
1990 the subsidy was discontinued . Till then , these 
workman were getting wages and allowances as 
prescribed by wagc-scale . In his evidence Shri Randhave 
stated that, the Institute used to issue cheques for sum 
equivalent to 70 % of the gross amount and they used to 
get remaining 30 % from the amount deposited with the 
Bank from Counter side. They used to get 70 % of the 
salary towards the subsidy and from 1990 to 1992 they 
got sum of Rs. 9 ,416 / - p . m . According to him , 
Professional Tax as well as E . P . F , is deducted from their 
salary . The Institute has produced Audit Reports for the 
financial year 1999 -2000 at Ext . C -26 and 2000 -2001 at 
Exhibit C - 27. From the entries therein , it is scen that in 
both these years Institutc had paid sum of 
Rs. 1,12 ,992/ - towards subsidy to Canteen . If divided 
by 12 it comes to Rs. 9 ,416 ) - which justify the figure of 
monthly subsidy given by Shri Randhave in his evidence . 
Thus, 70 % of the expenses were directly borne by the 
Institute by making payment towards subsidy to the 
canteen end the rest of the amount was raised from the 
counter -sale . In context, it should be noted that the 
Institute does not insist on the account of the amount of 
the subsidy paid to the Canteen . Manager is notrequired 
to produce bill or voucher to get the amount of the 
subsidy . This has come in the evidence of Account s 
Officer examined by the Institute. It has further come in 
the evidence of Ms. Gloria Koshi (UW - 2 ) who is Hon , 
Secretary of the Canteen Committee that, object of the 
subsidy used to give financial support to the canteen . I 
have high - lighted these facts to show that, major part of 
the finance to run the canteen comes from the Institute 
and the rest is raised from the counter- sale . It does not 
come from any Third Party agency. The above stated 
perfects Militates against the contention in the Written 
Statement para 9 (1) where it is stated that, Managing 
Committee runs thc canteen by engaging the services of 
the private contractor and the contractor used to employ 
person as per his requirement. It is further avcrred in 
para 9 (h ) that the Contractor used to appoint perons as 
per his requirçment and remove them whenever their 
services were not required . Thus , in the Written 
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Statement, attempt is made to show that the canteen is 
being run through the Contractor which engages 
employees of his choice . As if these everments were not 
sufficient, it is further averred in para 9 (j) that 70 % of 
the wage bill used to be adjusted from the Account of the 
Contractor which was in the form of subsidy but, the name 
was discontinued wel 1991 As I have just now 
pointed out the practice of giving subsidy is not 
discontinued and the recent audit report (referred supra ) 
reveal that the Institutc makes payment in sum of Rs. 
1 , 12 , 992 towards subsidy Apart from that, the two 
witnesscs cxamined by the Institute have not uttered a 
single word about any agreement with the 
Contractor . They have not stated name of any 
Contractor. Therc is not a single piece of document on 
record 10 show that the Cantccn was even run by any 
Cantracior. On the contrary , witness examined by the 
Institutc by name Shri Rairikar, Administrative Officer 
stated in para 2 of thc evidence that thc caniccn is being 
managed by the Managing Committee of the canteen and 
members are from the Institute . He did not state that the 
Canteen is being run through Contractor. Thus, cxccpt 
the averments in the Written Stalcment, there is nothing 
on record that the cantccn was ever or is being run by the 
Contractor . Obviously , the Institutc resorted to false 
dcfcncc to show that it has no relation whatsoever with , 
thcsc workmen and they were engaged by Contractor. 
24 . On the contrary , there is oral evidence that the 
canicen is being nın by the Committcc callcd Managing 
Committcc and members of the committee are from the 
Insututcs In the year 1991 committce was appointed 10 
lake decision regarding the status of the canteen . 
Registrar, Chicſ Account s Officer and Asstt Professor 
of thc Instituie were the members of thc said Committce . 
Repon of the committee is at Exhibit C - 20 . It considered 
the provisions in the Departmental Canteen Rules and 
found that the canteen in question was not Departmental 
Canteen . The committee observed that, under wrong 
impression it was registered as Departmental Canteen 
and under wrong impression application was made to the 
Provident Fund Commissioner. It was decided to 
withdraw the application . The said Committee appointed 
adhoc commutec 10 nin the canteen and Smt. Gloria Koshi 
(UW - 2 ) wasappointed as Canicen Supervisor. It appears 
that, she continued to work as Canteen Supervisor. The 
members of the Ad hoc committee were Asstt. Professor , 
Laboratory Assistant, Studio Assil ., and student 
representative of the Institutc . Witness Shri. Rairikar 
(CW - 1) admitted that thc members of the managing 
committcc arc from the Institute . Secretary of the 
Conimitlec deals with the Institutc He ſurther admits that 
the deparlmcntal canteen committee was constituted as 
per the Departmental Canteen Rules by the Director of 
Institutc and he had worked as member of the 
Departmental Canteen Committce. It is ſurther scen from 
the record that some cmployees who were working with 


the canteen were continued even after ad hoc managing 
committee was appointed in the year 1991 . There is no 
iota of evidence on record that, besides these six 
workmen who are involved in the reference, there were 
some other workmen who had worked with the canteen 
and they were engaged by Contractor or any other 
agency . I have already referred to evidence (Exh . UW 
1) Shri Randhave who stated that, he joined the canteen 
in the year 1981 and prior to him , 4 cmployees were 
already working there and 6th employee - Shri. Pawar 
Joined in the year 1984 . This piece of evidence has not 
been rcbutted by leading any contrary evidence and there 
is absolutely no material on record that, any other 
workman besides these 3 workmen involved in the 
referent had worked at the canteen . Naturally , inference 
will have to be drawn that, even after committee 
submitted its report taking view that, it was not 
departmental canteen ; the same employees werc 
continued . The practice of giving subsidy to the canteen 
was also continued . However, what was discontinued 
was payment of allowances, Bonus, Paid Leave and 
Increment According to Shri Randhave , these facilities 
were stopped after 1990 . I will come to that aspect little 
later but, suffice it to say that the control of the 
administration of the canteen is still in the hands of the 
Institute. The affairs of the canteen are being managed 
through thc Managing Committee which consists of the 
Officers of the Institute . Thus, thc affairs of the canteen 
are controllcd and supervised by the Institute . Major 
part of the salary is being paid by the Institute by way 
of subsidy. No Third Party has any voice in the 
appointment or removal of the employecs of the 
cantcen . These facts if combinedly considered show that, 
their exists employer- employee relationship between the 
Institute and these workmen . 
25 . As pointed out above , formerly these workmen were 
being paid salary at particular scale and they were also 
paid Bonus, Increment and paid leave. The workmen used 
to contribute towards E . P . F ., Professional Tax was being 
deducted from their salary . Not only that, Exh . CW - 2 , 
( Shri. Ramesh Kumar Rao Accounts Officer) admitted 
that employees of the cantcen (workmen in question ) were 
given benefits of IVth Pay Commission but, added that, 
payment was made after increase in the subsidy . He 
ſurther stated that the subsidy was increased by the 
Institute itsell However, after 1990 there was change and 
thc facilities were discontinued . Witness - Shri . Ramesh 
kumar (CW -2 ) admitted that, no new service conditions 
were brought into existance ; or conveyed to the employees 
of the canteen . Prior to that, he admitted that the canteen 
which was already running there was continuçd by the 
Institute . Perhaps he made the statement in the context 
of registration of the Institute under Societies Registration 
Act which even took place in the year, 1974. Any way, I 
have already point out that, even after the internal 
committee submitted its report (Exh . C - 20 ) , the 
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employees were not changed and the same employees 
were continued . There is no adverse evidence to that 
effect However, customary benefits like D . A ., Bonus , 
AnnualIncrement and Earned Lcave etc. were withdrawn 
w . e. f. 1991 
26 . Perhaps the Institute resorted to this Practice on the 
strength of the report (Exh C -20 ) submitted by the 
Internal Committee which found that Canteen in question 
was not departmental canteen The report was principally 
based on the hypothesis that the Institute was not under 
obligation to privide canteen facilities to its cmployces 
It made certain recommendations including formation and 
ad hoc committee to run canteen but the committee 
conveniently failed to makc any suggestion regarding 
these workmen and their fate. The recommendations were 
made as if the workman had no concern with the Canteen . 
As pointed out above , these workmen were appointed by 
the Institute and they werc working with thc Canteen , 
They were given particular scale. They were provided 
with certain benefits and crcn paymçnt of arrcars of IVih 
Pay Commission was also made Still then . suddenly 
thcsc facilitics were withdrawn without there being any 
suggestion to that effect in the committee report (Exh 
C - 20 ) as well as without giving any notice of change . 10 
the workmen . 
27. In this context, it would uscful to refer to Section 
9A of ihc Industrial Dispulc s Aci. It reads as follows — 


thiş reference, learned advocate for the Institutc has relicd 
upon decision of Calcutta High Court in the case of 
DAMODAR VALLEY CORPORATION Vs. 
DAMODAR VALLEY CORPORATION CANTEEN 
WORKER S UNION & [OTHERS 2001 (III) CLR 
851). In that case , there were 20 persons working in the 
Çanteen which was situtated in the premises in which 
office of Damodar Valley Corpn , was housed . Damodar 
Valley Corporation used to grantmonthly subsidy to run 
the Canteen . The workers of union filed writ petition 
before the Calcutta High Court to give direction to the 
DVC authorities to pay the scale applicable to the 
cmployees of non - statutory canteen as per the directives 
of the Govt of India dt. 24 - 1 1.- 1986 . The writ pctition 
was allowed DV. C . preferred appcal before the Division 
Bench On making reference to certain Supreme Court 
decisions on this point, it was held in the writ appcal that 
the employecs were not entitled to such declaration and 
judgement of the Single Judge was set aside. On going 
through thc facts of the casc, it was found that the 
employees of the canteen were engaged by the Co 
operative Sociсty Admittedly, the Co -operative Society 
was controlling affairs of the canteen . It was wholly 
controlled and managed by the said Co- operativc Society 
and its Board of Directors. Thc employccs werc appointed 
by the Co -operative Society . That is not the casc herc . 
The Canicen in quçstion was never run by the Co 
operative Society or Contractor. It was being rin and it 
is being run by thcManaging Committee . The Managing 
Commilice consists of the Officers of the Institute . This 
is admitted by the Administrative Officer--- Shri Rairikar 
(CW - 1) in para 2 of his cvidence which I have already 
adverted to . Witness examined by the workman by name 
Gloria koshui (UW - 2 ) was Supervisor of the Canteen , 
during the period 1989 – 98 . From December, 2000 
onwards she is Hon Secretary of the Cantccn As pointed 
out above, 70 % subsidy is given by the Institute to bcar 
the financial burden of the expenses of the canteen The 
Managing Commillcc has not appointed any workman 
involved in this reference but, they werc already appointed 
by the Institutc and thc same appointment continucd 
There is practically no evidence that the Managing 
Commilicc of its own has taken disciplinary action against 
any of the cmploycc of the Cantccn . Thus , thc Managing 
Committee has no independent cxisistance of its own but. 
it acts only as intermediary or agency of the Instituto No 
doubt Managing Commillcc controls the affairs of the 
canlccn and keep supervision over the sanıç , But, as 
pointed out above , it is not independent entity but 
committee Cormed from the Officers of the Institute 
besides students representative and thus, through the 
agency of the managing committee Institut holds control 
over the affairs of the canteen . That was not the position 
in th¢ Damodar Vallcy Corporation case relied upon by 
The learned Advocate for the Institute and therefore , the 
casc is clearly distinguishablc . 


- 9 - A Notice of change.-- No employer, who purposes 
10 clcct any change in the conditions of scrvicc applicable to 
any workman in respectofzymatter spcciſicd in the Fourth 
Schodule. shall elect such change :--- 
(a ) without giving to the workman likcy to be affected 

by such change a notice in the prescribed manner 
of the nature of the change proposed to be 

cffected : or 
(b ) within twenty - one days of giving such noticc , 

Provided that no notice shall be rcquircd for 
cſſecting any such change 

Proviso (a ), (b ) (thcrc not matcrial). 
28 Now turning to Schedule IV which is referred to in 
Section 9 - A , it includes wages, compensation and other 
allowances , Icavc with wagcs and holidays, withdrawal 
in customery concession or privelege and contribution 
by the employer to any Provident Fund. So , thc facilities 
which were discontinued or withdrawn werç covered by 
Section 9A r/w Schedulc IV of the Industrial Disputes 
Act Sull then , it was being done without giving notice 
or change under Section 9A of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. The change was unilateral resulting into stoppage 
of bcncfits of DA , Bonus, Leave, Increment, ciclo 
the workmen of the Canteen from July, 1991. Thus , this 
change is illegal being in breach or Scction 9A of the 
Industrial Dispules Act 
29 . In order to substantiate his contcntion that thç 
Institute is not cmployer of the workmen , involved in 
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30 . Apart from that the matter before the Calcutta High 
Court in Damodar Valley Corporation case come under 
writ jurisdiction . That being the position , the question of 
employer -employee relationship which is besically a 
question of fact, could not be gone into . This can be seen 
from the concluding observation which appear in the 
judgement. While allowing the appeal their Lordship of 
the Calcutta High Court made it clear that it would be 
open to the writ petitioners (workers union ) if they are 
so advised, to approach the appropriate authority for a 
reference as an industrial dispute U /s. 10 (1) (d ) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. On going through the Supreme 
Court decisions, which have been referred to in Damodar 
Valley Corporation s case (referred supra ), it is seen that, 
thosc SupremeCourt decisions arose out of writ petitions 
preferred by the petitioners therein ; By invoking doctorine 
of equality . No doubt it is one of the grievance of the 
worker involved in the present reference that, they have 
been discriminated by the Institute by not extending them 
benefits which are given to the employees of the Institute 
bul, besides this, their principle contention is that, after 
1991 and despite existance and continuation of employer 
employee relationship and without any notice of change. 
the Instiute stopped cxtending those facilities which were 
formerly given to them . It is not their case that it being 
departmental canteen , the workman are employees of the 
Institute but, their casc is that, from the inception of the 
cantcen and from their appointments they were employees 
of the Institute and no Third Party or agency had ever 
intervened in capacity of employer and without their being 
any change in employer - employee relationship , the 
facilities came to be withdrawn. As pointed out above , 
through the Managing Committee the Institute holds 
control over the affairs of the cantecn and supervises its 
affairs It has been recently held by Supreme Court in the 
casc of HARI SHANKAR SHARMA & OTHERS Vs. 
M / S . ARTIFICIAL LIMBS MANUFACTURING 
CORPRATION & OTHERS (2002 (92 ) F . L . R — 14 ), that 
employees of the departmental canteen established under 
Section 46 of the Factories Act would be employees of 
the factory only for the purpose of Factories Act, but they 
would not bc cmployees of establislıment. In that case , 
contractor used to supervise and control employees of 
the cantçen and pay their salary . I have referred to this 
authority to high -light the fact that the supervision and 
control over the affairs of the canteen is prominent test 
irrespective of the fact that, it is departmental canteen 
non -departmental ( statutory ) canteen, recognised canteen 
or non -statutory - - 110n -recognised canteen . Such 
classification of the cantccn has been made by the 
Supreme Court in the case of M .M .R . Khan & other Vs. 
Union of India and others ( 1990) (II)) C .L .R . — 261). But, 
I nccd not go into that aspect of the matter. Because in 
the present case, according to the workmen they were 
cmployed by the Institute , they were working with the 
canteen and till they are working with the canteen and 


through the managing committee the Institute runs the 
canteen and thus, Institute is their employer. On making 
assessment of the oral as well as documentary evidence, 
I find that, their exists employer -employee relationship 
between the Institute on the one hand and the workmen 
on the other 
31. As held above , the facilities were unilaterally 
withdrawn by the Institutc perhaps acting on the 
recommendation of the committee which was appointed 
to find out whether the canteen in quesiton was 
departmental canteen . The Committee made 
recommendation that, it should not be treated as 
departmental canteen . What the committee failed to do 
was to make recommendation regarding the work force . 
Instead ofmaking any recommendation , as regards their 
absorption , the committee made recommendation to 
terminate the services of the workmen , That is different 
question and the vicw of committee that, it is not 
departmental canteen also appears doubtful but, I refrain 
ſrom going into that aspect of the matter. The point which 
I want to drive is that, such unilaterally withdrawal or 
facility and benefits to the workmen merely on the basis 
ofadvicc of the committee appointed by the Institute itself 
was not the correct approach . As pointed out above , the 
workmen used to get the facilities and in fact, they were 
paid arrears of the IVth Pay Commission . Having made 
assessment of all the facts, I find that the demands made 
by the workmen are legal and proper, 
32 . As a corollary of the above discussion , 1 hold that 
the action of management in relation to the cantecn in 
withdrawing the customary benefits like D . A ., Bonus , 
Annual Increment, Earncd Leave ctc . w .c.f. January, 1991 
is not justified and lawful and the workmcn mentioned 
in the schedule in the reference are entitled to get the 
same. I further hold that the demands of the workmen 
that thcy should be granted status and various benefits 
available to the employees of the Institute is justifiable. 
33 . As a result of this, I record answers of both the 
questions under reference in favour of the workmen and 
further record findings on the issues framed in the 
reference in their favour and proceed to pass award as 
follows : 

— AWARD : 
( 1) Reference is hereby allowed . 

(2 ) The quesiton referred to this Tribunal are 
answered in favour of the workmen by holding that the 
demand of the workmen of the Filin and Television Institute 
of India Canteen that, they should be granted status and 
various bcncfits available to the employees of Film & 
Television Institute of India ( First Party ) is justiſiod . 

(3 ) It is further declared that the action of the 
management in relation to the Cantccn in withdrawing 
customery benefits like D . A ., Bonus, Annual Increment, 
Earncd Lcave etc .wcf January, 1991 to thc workmen 
(1 ) Shri A . N . Randhava , (2 ) Shri. B N . Haradkar, (3 ) 
Shri . Ramesh Adole, (4 ) Shri. Shankar Tejbije , (5 ) Shri. 
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Bapu Vetal and (6 ) Shri. Ravindra Pawar, is not lawful 
and justified and the workmen arc entitled to get the Name 
from January, 1991 . 

(4 ) The First Party Institute is given Şix Month time 
to execute the Award . 

(5 ) No order as to cost 


PUNE , 
DATED : 2nd March , 2002 

J.L . DESHPANDE , Industrial Tribunal 


fanat 215, 2002 
47. 311 . 1984 . - 31Tulfiter forang shfufrya , 1947 
( 1947 14 ) 27 URT 17 3T144 , 79 RT 
संचार विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों 
के बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औधोगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार 
iufitan 31419 # 472 ( PGH FUN 213/2001) 
1 4 7 14 217 21 - 5 - 2002 | 
प्राप्त हुआ था । 

[ 17- 40012/139/99 - 3715 .34 . ( 51. 7.) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
S . O . 1984 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 713 / 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the cmployers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Dcpit and their workman , 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21- 5 -2002 

No L - 40012/ 139/99 - IR (DU ) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 


Kancheepuram Dist, Chennai. 
Appearance : 
For the Workman : M / s. M .Gnanasekaran , 

C .Premavathy, Advocates 
For the Management : Sri K . Sambasivam , Addl. 

CGSC 
The Govt. of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and 
sub -section 2 (A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947) , have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012 / 139 / 
99/ IR (DU ) dated 29 - 09 - 1999 . 

This reference has been made carlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Principal Labour Court,where it was taken on file 
as C .G .I.D No 363 /99. When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Principal Labour Court, the Govt. of India , 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
case from that Principal Labour Court to this Tribunal 
for adjudication . On receipt of records from that Principal 
Labour Court , thc casc has been taken on file as I. D No. 
713 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel on record 
on cither side , informing them about the transfer of this 
casc to this Tribunal , with a direction to appear before this 
Tribunal on 17 - 10 - 2001. On receipt of notice from this 
Tribunal, the counsels on either side present along with 
thçir respective partics and prosecuted the case further. 

When the matter came up before me for final 
hearing on 01 -04 - 2002 , upon perusing the Claim 
Statement, Counter Statement, the other material papers 
on record , the oral and documentary cvidence let in on 
either side as common cvidence for this case and the 
connected similar cases and after hearing the arguments 
advanced by the Icarncd counsel for the II Party / 
Management alone , this matter having stood over till this 
date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following : 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by thc Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

“Whether the action of thc General Manager, 
Telecomunications, Chengalpattu in terminating 
the scrvices of Shri T .Pichandi CasualMazdoor is 
lcgal and justified ? If not, 10 what relief, he is 
cntitled ?" 

2 The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
The I Pany/Workman are briefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sri T . Pichandi (hereinafter 
rcfcrs to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual labour in 
thc II Party /Management Telecom Department 
( hcrcinaſtcr rcfers to as Respondent) on 03 - 11- 1984 for 
digging, drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal 
wages of Rs.6 . 50 as daily rated wages . Though the 
Pctitioner has been continuously working with the 
Respondent, and has put in 1128 number of days of 


ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday , the 30th April , 2002 
Present; K KARTHIKEYAN . Prosiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO.713/ 2001 
( Tamil Nadu PrincipalLabour Court CGID No. 363/99 ) 

( In the malier of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d ) of sub - section (1 ) and .sub - section 2 ( A ) of Scc 
lion 10 of the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), 
between Sri T Pichandi and the Management of Tele 
communications , Kanchccpuram Dist. Chennai ) 


BETWEEN 


Sri T . Pichandi 


I Party /Workman 
AND 


Il Party /Management 


" The Gencral Manager, 
Telecommunications, 
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service, he had not been regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casual 
mazdoors working in the department for a long period 
formulated a Schernc known as casual mazdoors (Grant 
of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The 
Respondent/ Telecom Deparıment failed to confer 
temporary status on thc Petitioner under the said Scheme, 
which is illegal and arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has 
been denied employment w . e.f. 25 - 06 - 1995 and , When 
his services were terminated he was getting Rs. 60 /- as 
daily wages. When he approached the concerned authority 
for confermentof icmoparary status,he was informed that 
he will be taken back to duty , the Petitioner was waiting 
for orders from the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
regading his re -engagenent. However, he has not 
received any orders nor he was taken back to duty so far 
Hış scrvice was utilised for the regular work that is 
perennial in nature. Thereforc , when the work and the 
ncccssity to engage thc Petitioner continuous, there is no 
rcason or justification for denying the employment to the 
Petitioner. No reason was given by the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for terminating the services of the 
Pctitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the 
principles of natural justice No cnquiry was conducted 
and thc Petitioner was not given any opportunity before 
his services were discontinued . The Petitioner has put in 
more than a decade continuous service and the termination 
of his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 
25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Further , the 
Petitioner was not given any notice or compensation in 
terms of the said porovision of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 Hence , the action of the Respondent Department 
in terminaung the services of the Petitioner without notice 
or compensation is ab initio void and the Petitoner is 
deemed to be in continuous in service and therefore , is 
entitled to be reinstated with all other service benefit 
including arrears of back wages Thc Respondent ought 
to have confcrrcd temporary status as per the temporary 
status scheme and further absorbed him against regular 
Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom Department s 
action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary. Hence , this 
industrial dispute has been raised against thcRcspondenu/ 
Telecom Department for a declaration that the order of 
termination dated 25 -6 -95 is illegal and arbitrary and 
consequently for a direction to the Respondent / 
Management to reinstatc the Pctitioner in service w .ef 
25 - 06 -1995 and to pay all arrears of back wagcs and all 
other attendant bcncſits . 

3 . The II Party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations of 
the Petitioner in the Claim Statement about his 
appointment as Casual Labour on 03- 11 - 1984 and his 
contention about continuous working with the 
Respondent Department for a period of 1128 number of 
days oſ. service and the alleged termination of the 
Petitioner from scrvice on 25 - 06 - 1995 . It is further alleged 


that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis 
for the unskilled work i.e . to carry out digging , drawing 
out wires, laying posts and for other casualworks on daily 
rated wages during 1995 for a period of less than 168 
days only The department used to cngage thc Pctitioner 
as and when there was work . In 1989, a Schemc called 
Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was 
introduced for the Casual Labourers who actually worked . 
Thc cssential conditions of the scheme arc : — 

1 The casual labour should havc been engaged 

prior to 31-3 - 1985; 
2 . He should be currently cmployed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme 1 c. () 1- 10 - 89 ; 
3 . He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior 

10 01 - 10 - 1989, and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period ofmore 

than one year 

The petitioner was directed 10 furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars Since thc pctitioner 
did not ſulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status The service particulars 
submitted by the Pctitioner were scrutinized and found 
to be bogus. The petitionçı had produced false servicc 
certificates with a vicw to get the benefits like 
regularisation ctc . from the department So , the 
department did not consider the claim of the Petitioner 
The alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled 
and perennial in nature As on date , the department is not 
engaging Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any 
purpose and also not doing such type of work as done by 
the Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, 
there is no scope for the Petitioner ſor his rc- employment 
in the Respondent Telecom Department. The Petitioner 
was engaged on casual basis as and when required by the 
department, hencc , he is not cligiblc for reinstatement as 
per the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
Schemc. Hencc, it is prayed that thc Hon ble Tribunal 
may be pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
learned counsel on cither side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workinen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly 
and the cvidence given in I.D No 156 /2001 on either 
side can be treated as common evidence for all these cases. 
On the side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy , 
Petitioner in ID No . 156 /2001, and Sri K . Mohan , 
Petitioner in I.D No.262 / 2001 have been examined as 
WW1 and WW2 respectively . As per the memo filed by 
the learned counsel for the Respondent/Management, the 
evidence given by one Divisional Engineer, Mr. P 
Chandrasekar, who has been examined as a common 
witness MWI in ID No 11/2001, has been treated as a 
common evidence for this case and other similar 
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connected cases . On the side of the Pctitioner , the xerox 
copy of the service certificates have been marked as 
common Workmen exhibits . On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of thç services certificate 
of WW1 ſiled before the conciliating authority earlier 
and the Xerox copies of the original musicr rolls which 
are mentioned in those Scrvice certificates under Ex.WI 
to W3 have been marked as Ex.MI, M2 10 M75 The 
learned counsel for the II Party /Management has advanced 
his arguments. 

5 . The Point for my consideration is — 
" Whether the action of the General Manager , 
Telecommunications, Chengalpattu in terminating 
the services of Shri T . Pichandi, Casual Mazdoor 
is lagal and justified ? If not, to what relief, he is 
cntitled ? " 
Point : — 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the learned counsel on cither side , a joint 
trial of thcsc 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
been conducted . Two out of these Petitioners have been 
examined as WWI and WW2. Wi scries, W2 and W3 
series, the service certificates of WW1 and WW2 respec 
tively have been marked . On the side of the Management 
the Xerox copy of the services certificate of WW 1 ſiled 
before the conciliating authority carlier and the Xerox 
copies of the original mustcr rolls which are mentioncd 
in those Service certificates under Ex.W1 to W3 have 
been marked as Ex .MI, M2 to M75 . Apart from these 
documents the other Petitioners also filed in Court indi 
vidually in their respective cases as the service certiſi 
catcs issued to them mentioning their service particulars , 
which are remained unmarked documents The common 
claim made by all thesc Pctitioners in their respective 
industrial dispute against the Respondent Telecom De 
partment is that the terminalion of the Petitioners from 
service by the Respondent/Management is illegal and they 
must be reinstated in service by thc Respondent/Man 
agement from the date of their respective termination from 
service asmentioned in their respective Claim Statements 
They have raised these clans based on the service 
records. They were filed into Court in their respective 
cases. WWI and WW2 have spoken about their respec 
tive service certificates they have ſiled into Court in thçir 
respective cases . In thc cross examination of both the 
Petitioners WWI and WW2, they have admitted that they 
have given their service particulars to the Respondent/ 
Department as per the direction of the department for 
consideration to confer temporary statusmazdoors only 
It is their further contention in the evidence that at the 
inception when they met the Telecom people, who werç 
doing the work of the department near their housc , rc 
quested thosc permanent employees of the Respondent 
Telccom Department like lincman to give them work and 
as per their direction they went to scc thc Assistant Engi 
neer, and rcquested hini to provide work in the Respon 


denu/Department WW1and WW2 who have dcposcd as 
cominon witnesses for these Petitioners have stated in 
the cross examination that they have not mentioned all 
these things in their Claim Statements and thc/ have not 
mentiored so in their carlier Claim Statements filed bc 
fore the Regional Commissioner of Labour, Chennai , in 
the conciliation procccdings. Thcy further say that they 
do not know the name of the Assistant Engineer, whom 
they met end asked for work . It is their further cvidence, 
that thcy used to get the wages by signing the muster 
rolls and thç numbers of muster rolls mentioned in their 
respective service certificates are true and correct and 
their respective names arc available in those original 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective service certiſi 
cates. They further say in thc cross cxamination that they 
inentioned in their respective Claim Statements that they 
were given service certificates by the Assistant Engincer 
for thc days thcy worked in the Respondent/Department 
They have also denied the suggestion in the cross exami 
nation , that the service certificates produced by these Pe 
titioners in their respective cascs are all false certificates 
and they WCIC crcated by them . They have also denicd 
the suggestion that they have not worked in the Respon 
den Telecom Department for the period they have men 
tioned by days in their respective Claim Statements: On 
the side of the Respondent Management, the evidence 
given by Divisional Engineer, onc Mr. P Chandrasekar 
as MWI earlier has been trcatcd as common evidence 
for this case and similar connected other cases as per the 
memo filed by the learned counsel for the Respondent 
Management. According to the Petitioner, he was engaged 
by the RespondentManagement Department of Telecom 
munication as casual mazdoor in the year 1984 and 
worked continuously till 1995, as he has stated in his 
Claim Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim 
Statement that all of a sudden he was terminated and the 
action of the Respondent/Management, Telecommuni 
cation Department in terminating him from service in 
not following the provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 is ah initio void and illegal. Since the said 
action of the Respondent Managementis illegal, he must 
be reinstated in service by the RespondentManagement 
from the date of the alleged termination of service in the 
year 1995. But it is the contention of the Respondent 
Managemçnt and also the evidence of MWI that service 
certificates filed by the Petitioners are all false and cre 
ated by themseh cs and they have not mentioned any 
thing with regard to availability of service certificates in 
their Claim Statements. The Icarncd counsel for the Re 
spondentManagement would ſurther contend that in the 
Claim Statementof the Petitioners nothing has been men 
tioncd as to who appoint them and where they have 
worked and who in the Respondent Department has tcr 
minated them from service . There is no appointinent or 
der as well as the termination order passed by thc Re 
spondent Management for thcsc Pctitioners to claim that 
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he was appointed by thc Rerspondent/ Telcom Depart 
ment and he was terminated against the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . According to the Manage 
ment of Telecom Department, these people were engaged 
in the year 1995 and some persons were engaged at the 
end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respon 
dent Telecom Department for laying the cables, and erect 
ing poles and other connected casual works It is the spe 
cific stand of the Respondent Management that all these 
Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the 
Counter Statement filed by thc Respondent/Management 
in their respective cases, the days for which the concerned 
Petitioner had worked in the Respondent/Department has 
been clearly given . It is their ſurther contention that ser 
vicc certificates relied upon by thcsc Petitioners as is 
sued by the officials of the Respondenu Telecom Depart 
ment were not issued by the departincnt and they were 
created by the Petitioners themselves and the particulars 
of thc allcged service in the Telecom Department men 
tioned in the servicc ccrtificates said to have been issucd 
by the officials of the RespondentDepartment from 1984 
10 1995 are all bogus Bi sufficient documentary evi 
dence , cvidence through Ex.M2 to M75 original muster 
rolls in the cross-cxamination of WWI and WW2 and 
through the common cvidence of MWI it has been cs 
tablished that the paniculars given in the service certifi 
catcs by tlic Pcutioncrs arc bogus WWI and WW2 have 
clearly admittcd in their cross-cxamination when their 
attention have been drawn to thc cntries in the original 
muster rolls mcntioned in thcir service certificates that 
their names have not been available in the originalmus 
ter rolls , maintained by thic Telecom Department Thc 
xçrox copy of thosc muster rolls have been exhibicd on 
the side of ihc RespondentManagement as Management 
Exhibits M2 10 M75 In the cross -cxamirtation of the com 
mon witness for thc ManagementMW1, no suggestion is 
put to him about the work of the Petitioner for 240 days 
in the Tclocon Department. No suggestion was put in 
the cross- examination of MW1 that thc particulars ſur 
nished in the scrvice certiſícates produced by thc Peti 
tioners are not bogus but they are genuine On the side of 
thic Petitioners, no one has been examined as a witness to 
prove the service ceruiſicates thcy arc relying upon . The 
officials in thc Telecom Department, who said to have 
issued thosc ccruſicales have not bccn cxamined by the 
Pctitioners to prove their respective service certificates . 
From these common evidence available , it is seen thal 
these Petitioners have worked for few days by assisting 
the regular stall of the Respondenu Telecom Department 
in carrying out thc departmçntal work as Casual 
Labourcrs From the avariable evidence, it is seen that 
thesc Pctitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers by 
ihc regular departmental workmen for the scasonal work 
of the department thcy were attending and thcy were dis 
engaged on completion of the particular work . From this 
it is seen that the contention of thc Petitioner in the Claim 


Statement that the work will be available always and it is 
perennial type of work are all false . The Petitioners who 
have been examined as common witnesses for workmen 
as WW1 and WW2 have admitted that they were en 
gaged as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the de 
partment only to assist them for doing the departmental 
work as and when it was necessary . From the evidence 
available in this case , it is scen that Petitioners who have 
been working as casualmazdoors temporarily by assist 
ing the regular and permanent staff of Respondent) 
Telecom Department have disengaged, since the work 
they were attended were completed and there was no fur 
ther work for them to do. So from the materials available 
in this case by way of exhibits and evidence , it is clearly 
established by the Respondent Management by produc 
tion of original muster rolls which have been referred to 
in scrvice certificates of the Petitioners that the Petition 
crs have never worked as Casual Labourers under those 
musicr rolls for the said period and have not been paid 
wages by the department. From this, it is sccn as con 
tended by the learned counsel for the Respondent/Man 
agement in his argument that the particulars given in the 
service certificates produced by thc Pctitioners are not 
truc parſiculars but they are bogus certificates. If rcally, 
the particulars given in the service certificates relicd upon 
by the Pctitioners are truc , the Respondent Departmcnt 
would have been granicd temporary status mazdoors for 
Casual Labourers. From the cvidence available in these 
cascs, it is abundantly proved by the Respondent /Dc 
partment that these Petitioners have notworked continu 
ously from 1984 to 1995 . Further , it is sccn from the cvi 
doncc available that thc Pctitioner was engaged by the 
department as Casual Labourers only for the short period 
as and when required and he was given wages on daily 
ratcd basis. It is the evidence ofMW 1 that the work the 
Pctitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was only sca 
sonal work and it was not a continuous one and it is not 
available all through the year ll cannot be denicd that 
the work thcsc Pctitioners attended as Casual Labourers 
in the RespondentManagement department were only dc 
vclopment work like opening new telephone exchanges 
and strengthening the existing exchanges and they were 
donc as project works and on complction of that work , 
these Petitioners have no work in the department 10 con 
linuc in service . It is the definite cvidence ofMWI that 
on checking thc service particulars given by thc Petition 
crs, the department has found that the paniculars they 
ſurnished arc nol truc and they were found to be bogus 
All these things cannot be denied It has been demon 
strated before this Tribunal by thc Respondent/Manage 
mont by relevant documents that the names of the Peti 
tionerswere not available in the original musicr rolls that 
has been mentioned in their scrvice certificatcs. From 
this, it is cstablished that the particulars given in their 
service certificates arc falsc . No date of issue of those 
service ccruiſicates is availablc in the scrvicc ccruilicatcs. 
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The Petitioners who have been examined as common 
witnesses for thesc Petitioners as WWI and WW2 also 
have not stated in their evidence , the dates on which they 
were issued those service certificates by the concerned 
officials in the department. If they were really issued by 
the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Department as 
a record for their service in the department, the Petitioner 
would not have been failed to montion all these things in 
their respective Claim Statements . The non -mention of 
the same in their Claim Statements and the production of 
These certificates without any basis during trial of the cases 
before this Tribunal go to show that these Petitioners have 
created them for the purpose of these cases as the 
Respondent/Management From the available materials, 
it is seen that the Respondent/Management in regular 
course did not employ Petitioners and they were not given 
independent work , so the question of retrenchment from 
servicc docs not at all arisc. So under such circumstances, 
the question of Respondents not following the provisions 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and thç işsuance of prior 
notice and compensation under Section 25 of Industrial 
Disputes Acı, 1947 will not at all arise. As per the recent 
decisions of the Supreme Court, the Petitioner has to prove 
conclusively with acceptable, lcgal evidence that he has 
worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a Ca 
sual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days preced 
ing thc date on which thcy have been disengaged from 
work . In the absence of such cvidence on the side of the 
Petitioner , it can be concluded that thcy have no right to 
claim even conferment of tcmporary status of casual 
mazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in service in 
the Respondent Telecom Department. So , under such cir 
cumstances, from the available materials it is seen that 
the action of the Management of Telecom Department in 
not engaging thcsc Petitioners as casual mazdoors, sub 
sequent to completion of work for which they have en 
gaged is legal and justificd . Hence, this Petitioner is not 
cnțilled to the relicſ he prayed for in his Claim Stalc 
ment. Thus, the point is answered accordingly . 

6 In the result , an Award is passcd holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relicſ prayed for in the 
Claim Statement No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in thc open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002 ) 

K KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WWI - Sh . K Umapathy ( Pctitioner in I D . 156 / 2001) 
W . W . 2 - Sh .K . Mohan ( Petitioner in I.D . 262/ 2001) 
For the II Party /Management: - 
MW 1 - Sh . P Chandrasekar (DE ( Legal & Commer 

cial) Examined in ID No 11/ 2001 and has taken 

as Common cvidence in this case 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 


WISeries(7) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners . 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series (7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates is 

sued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party Management : 
MI- Xerox copy of the servicc certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners. . 
M2 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M . R , No.05851 
Mt . Xerox copy of M .R . No 07188 

Xerox copy of M . R . No.07193 

Xçrox copy of M . R . No . 19 /04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /04693 

Xerox copy of MR. No. 3 /06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 9/ 06114 
MIO . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06114 
M1l - Xeroxcopy of M .R .No.6 /06115 
M12 - Xeroxcopyof M . R .No. 5/ 06115 
M13 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
M14 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1 /08511 
M15 - Xerox copy of MR No. 19/07289 
M16 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of M . R . No .4 /4431 
M18 - Xerox copy of M .R , No . 13 /15948 
MI 9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 21 /06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 13 /08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 11/08514 
M25 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of M .R , No 11/ 20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03 /20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 02 /20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
M33 . Xerox copy of M . R . No . 23/20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /04631 
M35 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of MR No. 12 /4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 / 
M38 - Xerox copy of M .R No 4 /5 
M39 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /5 
M40 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 / 5 
M41, - Xerox copy of M .R . No 11/5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1775 
M43 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 2275 
M44 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /59 
M45 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 8 /06216 
M47 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4427 
M49 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15 /06117 
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M50 - Xerox copy of M . R .No. 9 /06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of MR No. 18 /06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 6 /06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of MR No 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of MR No. 2 /08511 
M56 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 22 /08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of M . No. 13 /08512 
M58 - Xcrox copy of MR. No 23 /08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of MR No 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 15 / 20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of MR No 18 /20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 12 / 20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of MR No. 11/20863 
M64 - Xerox copy of MR. No 19 /20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 11/20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R No 09/20866 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. (13 / 20867 
M08 - Xerox copy of MR No. 14 /20867 
M69 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 02 /20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of MR No. 12 / 20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of MR No 06 / 21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of MR No. 13/ 27 
M73 - Xerox copy of MR No 19 /29 
M74 - Xerox copy of MR. No 4 /29 
M75 . Xerox copy of MR No 20 /29 
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कुलदीप गय वर्मा, हैम्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May , 2002 
S . O . 1985 , - n pursuance or Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), thic Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No 
72-1 /2001) of the CentralGovernment Industrial Tribunal/ 
Lubour Court Chennan now as shown in the Annexure in 
The Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
lolle managementof Telecoin Deptt and their workman , 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-05 - 2002 


Present : K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 724 /2001 
( Tamil Nadu Principal Labour Court CGID 

No. 374 /997 ) 
( In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub - section 2 ( A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 
1947 ), between Sri M . Sundarsan and the Management 
of Telecommunications, Kancheepuram Dist. Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
SuM Sundarsan : 1 Party /Workman 

AND 
The GeneralManager, . II Party Management 
Telecommunions, 
Kanchcepuram Dist, Chennai. 
Appearatie 
For thc Workman : M /s M Gnanasekaran , 

C . Premavathy, Advocates 
For thc Management i Sri K . Sambasivam , Addi. 

CG . S . C . 
The Govt of India , Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub - section (1) and 
sub - scction 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputc Aci, 
1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No L - 10012 / 140 / 
99/ 1R (DU ) dated 29-09- 1999 

This reference has been made carlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Principal Labour Court , where it was taken on filc 
as C G .ID No 374 /99. When the matter was pending 
cnquiry in that Principal Labour Court, the Govt. of India, 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
case from that Principal Labour Court to this Tribunal 
ſor adjudication . On receiptof records from that Principal 
Labour Court , the case has been taken on file as 1.D . No 
724 / 2001 and notices were sent to the counsel on record 
on either side, informing them about the transfer of this 
case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before 
this Tribunal on 18 - 10 -2001. On roccipt of notice from 
this Tribunal, the counsels on cither side present along 
with their respective partics and prosecuted thc casc 
further 

When the matter cameup before me for final caring 
on 01-04 - 2002, upon perusing thc Claim Statement , 
Counter Stalcment, the other material papers on record , 
the oraland documçntary evidence let in on either side as 
common cvidence for this case and the connected similar 
cases and after hcanng the arguments advanced by the 
learned counsel for the Il Party /Management alone, this 
matter having stood over till thuis date for consideration , 
This Tribunal has passed the following : 

AWARD 
The IndustrialDispute rcferred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govi ſor adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: — 

" Whether the action of the General Manager , 
Telecom , Chengalpattu in terminating the services 


No L - 40012/ 140 / 99 IR (DU ) || 
KUI DIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE ( ENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday. thic 30th April, 2002 
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of Shri M . Şundarsan , CasualMazdoor is lcgal and 
justificd ? If not, lo what relief, is hc cntitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workınan Sri M . Sundarsan , (here 
inafter refers to asPctitioner) was engaged as casual labour 
in thc II Party /Management Telecom Department 
( hereinafter refers to as Respondent ) on 01-03-83 for 
digging , drawing wires. laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as directed by his superiors . He was paid nominal 
wages of Rs 6 50 daily rated wages Though the 
Pcutioner has been continuously working with the 
Respondent, and has put in 1472 number of days of 
service , he had not been regularised The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casual 
mazdoors working in the department for a long period 
formulated a Scheme known as casual mazdoors (Grant 
of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Scheme The 
Respondent/ Tclocon Department failed to confer 
temporary status on thc Petitioner under the said Scheme, 
which is illegal and arbitrary The I Party /Workman has 
bccn denicd employment w .c. f 25 -06 - 1995 and , when 
his services were terminated he was getting Rs 60 /- as 
daily wages. When hc approached the concerned authority 
for conſerment of icinporary stalus he was informed that 
he will be taken back 10 duty Thc Petitioner was waiting 
for orders from thc Respondent/ Telcom Department 
regarding his -engagement However, he has not rçccived 
any orders norhe was taken back to duty so far His service 
was utilised for the regular work that is perennial in naturc . 
Therefore, when the work and the necessity to cngage 
the Petitioner continuous, there is no rçason or justification 
for denying the cmployment to the Petitioner No reason 
was given by the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
terminating the services of the Petitioner and the 
Respondent failed to follow the principles of natural 
justice No enquiry was conducied and thc Petitioner was 
not given any opportunity before his services were 
discontinucd . Thc Pctitioner has put in more than a decade 
continuous service and the termination of his service is 
in violation of the provisions of Section 25F of the 
Industrial Disputcs Act , 1947 Further , the Petitioner was 
not given any notice or compensation in terms of the said 
provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.Hence , the 
action of the Respondent Departnicnt in terminaling the 
services of the Petitioner without notice or compensation 
is ab initio void and the Petitioner is dccmd to be in 
continous in service and thereforc , is cntitled to be 
reinstated with all other service benefit including arrears 
of back wages The Respondent ought to have conferred 
temporary status as per the temporary status scheme and 
further absorbed him against regular Group D post The 
Respondent/ Telecom Department s action in not doing 
so is illegal and arbitrary . Hence, this industrial dispute 
has been raiscd against the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department for a declaration that the order of termination 


dated 25 -6 -45 is illegal and arbitrary and conscquently 
for a direction to the Respondent Management to reinstalo 
the Petitioner in service wef 25 -06 - 1995 and to pay all 
arrears of back wages and all other attendant benefits 

3 The II Pary/Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations of 
the Petitioner in the Claim Statement about his appointment 
as Casual Labour on 1 - 3 - 1983 and his contention about 
continuous working with the Respondent Department for 
a period of 1472 number of days of service and the alleged 
termination of the Pelitioner from service on 25 -06 - 1995 
It is further alleged that the Petitioner was engaged purely 
on casual basis for the unskilled work ic to carry out 
digging , drawing out wires, laying posts and for other 
casual works on daily ratcd wages for a short spell during 
1995 for a period of less than 2 + 0 days The department 
used to engage the Petitioner as and when there was work . 
In 1989 , a Scheme called Grant of Temporary Stalus to 
CasualLabourers was introduced for the Casual Labourers 
who actually worked The essential conditions of the 
scheme arc . — 

1. The casual labour should have been cngaged 

prior 10 31 - 3 - 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme 1.e . 01- 10 -89; 
3 He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding ycars prior 

10 01- 10 -1989, and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary statusand the pctitioner 
also furnished the service particulars . Since the 
pctitioner did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory 
conditions he could not be granted TSM status The 
service particulars submitted by the Petitioner wero 
scrutinized and found to be bogus The petitioner had 
produced false service certificates with a view to get 
the benefits like regularisation ctc . from the 
department. So , the department did not consider the 
claim of the Petitioner The alleged work donc by the 
Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in națure As 
on date , the department is not engaging Casual Labour 
like the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing 
such type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since 
there is no work and there is no post, there is no scope 
for the Petitioner for his rc - employment in the 
Respondent/Telecom Department. The Petitioner was 
engaged on casual basis as and when required by the 
department, hencc , hc is not cligible for reinstatement 
as per the law and as well as Temporary Status 
Mazdoor Schenie Hence , it is prayed that the Hon ble 
Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the claim petition 

4 . When the matter was taken up for cnquiry, the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this casc 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 


5778 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JUNE 15 , 2002 / SYAISTHA 25 , 1924 


( PART 11 — SEC . 3 (ii )] 


workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly 
and the evidence given in I.D .No. 156 / 2001 on cither 
side can be treated as common cvidence for all these cascs. 
On the side of thc Petitioner/Workman Sri K . Umapathy , 
Pctitioner in LD No. 156 / 2001, and Sri K .Mohan , 
Petitioner in I.D .No. 262/2001 have been examined as 
WW1 and WW2 respectively . As per the memo filed by 
the learned counsel for the RespondentManagement, the 
evidence given by onc Divisional Engineer, Mr. P . 
Chandrasekar, who has been examined as a common 
witness MW1 in I. D .No. 11/2001, has been treated as a 
common evidence for this case and other similar 
connected cases: On the side of the Petitioner, the xerox 
copy of the servicc certificates have been marked as 
common Workmcn cxhibits . On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate 
of WW1 filed before the conciliating authority carlier 
and the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which 
are mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex WI 
to W3 have been marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75 The 
leamed counsel for the II Party Management has advanced 
his arguments. 

5 . The Point for my consideration is — 
“ Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecom , Chengalpattu in terminating the serviccs 
of Shri M . Sundarsan , Casual Mazdoor is lagal and 
justificd ? If not, to what relicſ, iş hc cntitled ?" 
Point : - 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the Icarncd counsel on either side , a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
been conducted Two out of these Petitioners have been 
examined as WWI and WW2 WI series, W2 and W3 
scrics, the service certificates ofWW1 and WW2 respec 
tively have been marked . On the side of the Management 
the Xerox copy of the serviccs certificate of WW 1 filed 
before the conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox 
copies of the original muster rolls which arc mentioned 
in those Service certificates under Ex Wl to W3 have 
been marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75 Apart from these 
documents the other Petitioners also filed in Court indi 
vidually in their respective cases as the service certifi 
cates issued to them mentioning their service particulars, 
which are remained unmarked documents. The common 
claim rade by all these Petitioners in thcir respective 
industrial dispute against the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department is that the termination ofthe Petitioners from 
service by the Respondent Management is illegal and they 
must be reinstated in service by the Respondent/Man 
agement from the date of their respective termination from 
service asmentioned in their respective Claim Stalcmcnts. 
They have raised these claims based on the servicc 
records. They were filed into Court in their respective 
cases. WW1 and WW2 have spoken about their respec 
tive service certificates they have filed into Court in their 


respective cases . In the cross examination of both the 
Pelitioners WW1 and WW2, they have admitted that they 
have given their service particulars to the Respondent/ 
Department as per the direction of the department for 
consideration to confer tcrmporary statusmazdoors only . 
It is their ſurther contention in the cvidence that at the 
inccption when they met the Telecom people , who werç 
doing the work of the department ncar their house , re 
quested those permanent cmployees of the Respondent 
Telecom Department like lineman to give them work and 
as per their direction they went to see the Assistant Engi 
necr , and requested him to provide work in the Respon 
dent/Department. WWI and WW2 who have dcposed as 
common witnesses for thcsc Petitioners have stated 
in the cross examination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and 
they have not mentioned so in their carlier Claim 
Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
further say that they do not know the name of the 
Assistant Engineer , whom they met end asked for work . 
It is their further evidence , that they used to get the wages 
by signing the muster rolls and the numbers of muster 
rolls mentioned in their respective service certificates are 
true and correct and their respective names are available 
in those original muster rolls mentioned in their respec 
tive service certificates. They further say in the cross ex 
amination that they mentioned in their respective Claim 
Statements that they were given scrvicc certificates by 
the Assistant Engineer for the days they worked in the 
Respondent/Department. They have also denied the sug 
gestion in the cross examination , that the service certifi 
calcs produced by these Petitioners in their respective 
cases are all false ccrliſicales and thcy were created by 
them They have also denied the suggestion that they have 
not worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
the period they have mentioned by days in their respec 
tive Claim Statements . On the side of the Respondent 
Management, the evidence given by Divisional Engineer, 
one Mr. P Chandrasekar asMW1 carlier has been treated 
as common evidence for this case and similar connected 
other cascs as per the memo filed by the learned counsel 
for the Respondent/Management. According to the Peti 
tioner, he was engaged by the RespondentManagement 
Department of Telecommunication as casual mazdoor in 
the year 1983 and worked continuously till 1995 as he 
has stated in his Claim Statement. It is his further allega 
tion in the Claim Statement that all of a sudden he was 
terminated and the action of the Respondent/ 
Managemçnt, Telccommunication Department in tormi 
nating him from service in not following the provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio void and 
illcgal Since the said action of the Respondent/Manage 
ment is illegal, he must be reinstated in service by the 
RespondentManagement from the date of the alleged ter 
mination of service in the year 1995. But it is the conten 
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tion of the RespondentManagement and also the evidence 
ofMW1 that service certificates filed by the Petitioners are 
all false and created by themselves and they have not men 
tioned anything with regard to availability of service certifi 
cates in their Claim Statements . The learned counsel for the 
RespondentManagement would further contend that in the 
Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been men 
tioned as to who appoint them and where they have worked 
and who in the Respondent Department has terminated them 
from service. There is no appointment order as well as the 
termination order passed by the RespondentManagement 
for these Petitioners to claim that they were appointed by the 
Respondent /Telecom Department and he was terminated 
against the provisions of IndustrialDisputes Act, 1947 . Ac 
cording to the Management of Telecom Department, these 
people were engaged in the year 1995 and somepersons were 
engaged at the end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department for laying the cables , 
and erecting poles and other connected casual works. It is 
the specific stand of the Respondent Management that all 
these Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the 
Counter Statement filed by the RespondentManagement in 
their respective cases , the days for whịch the concerned Pe 
titioner had worked in the RespondentDepartment has been 
clearly given . It is their further contention that service cer 
tificates relied upon by these Petitioners as issued by the 
officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Department were not 
issued by the department and they were created by the Peti 
tioners themselves and the particulars of the alleged service 
in the Telecom Departmentmentioned in the service certifi 
cates said to have been issued by the officials of the Respon 
dent Department from 1983 to 1995 are all bogus. By suffi 
cient documentary evidence, evidence through Ex .M2 to M75 
originalmuster rolls in the cross examination of WWI and 
WW2 and through the common evidence ofMWI it has been 
established that the particulars given in the service certifi 
cates by the Petitioners are bogus WW1 and WW2 have 
clearly admitted in their cross cxamination when their atten 
tion have been drawn to thc cntries in the original muster 
rolls mentioned in their service certificates that their names 
have not been available in the original muster rolls , main 
tained by the Telecom Department. The xerox copy of those 
muster rolls have been exhibited on the side of the Respon 
dent/Management as Management Exhibits M2 to M75. In 
the cross examination of the common witness for the Man 
agementMW1, no suggestion is put to him about the work 
of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department. 
No suggestion was put in the cross examination of MWI 
that the particulars furnished in the service certificates pro 
duced by the Petitioners are not bogus but they are genuine . 
On the side of the Petitioners , no one has been examined as 
a witness to prove the service certificates they are relying 
upon. The oflicials in the Telecom Department, who said to 
have issued thosc certificates have not been examined by 
the Petitioners to prove their respective service certificates. 
From these common cvidence available , it is scen that these 
Petitioners have worked for few days by assisting the regu 
lar staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying 
out the departmental work as Casual Labourers. From the 
available evidence , it is seen that these Petitioners were en 
gaged as Casual Labourers by the regular departmental work 
men for the seasonal work of the department they were at 
tending and they were disengaged on completion of the par 
ticular work . From this it is seen that the contention of the 


Petitioner in the Claim Statement that the work will be avail 
able always and it is perennial type of work are all false . The 
Petitioners who have been examined as common witnesses 
for workmen as WW1 and WW2 have admitted that they 
were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the 
department only to assist them for doing the departmental 
work as and when it was necessary . From the evidence avail 
able in this case , it is seen that Petitioners who have been 
working as casual mazdoors temporarily by assisting the 
regular and permanent staff ofRespondent/Telecom Depart 
ment have disengaged , since the work they were attended 
were completed and there was no further work for them to 
do . So from the materials available in this case by way of 
exhibits and evidence , it is clearly established by the Re 
spondentManagement by production of originalmuster rolls 
which have been referred to in service certificates of the Pe 
titioners that the Petitioners have never worked as Casual 
Labourers under those muster rolls for the said period and 
have not been paid wages by the department. From this, it is 
seen as contended by the learned counsel for the Respon 
dentManagement in his argument that the particulars given 
in the service certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
true particulars but they are bogus certificates. If really , the 
particulars given in the service certificates relied upon by the 
Petitioners are true , the Respondent/Department would have 
granted temporary status mazdoors for Casual Labourers . 
From the evidence available in these cases, it is abundantly 
proved by the Respondent Department that these Petitioners 
have notworked continuously from 1983 to 1995 . Further , it 
is seen from the evidence available that the Petitioners were 
cngaged by the department as Casual Labourers only for short 
period as and when required and the was given wages on 
daily rated basis It is the evidence ofMW 1 that the work 
thc Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was only sea 
sonal work and it was not a continuous one and it is not 
available all through the year. It cannot be denied that the 
work these Petitioners attended as Casual Labourers in the 
RespondentManagement Department were only develop 
ment work like opening new telephone exchanges and 
strengthening the existing exchanges and they were done as 
project works and on completion of that work , these Peti 
tioners have no work in the department to continue in ser 
vice . It is the definite evidence ofMW1 that on checking the 
service particulars given by the Petitioners , the department 
has found that the particulars they furnished are not true and 
they were found to be bogus . All these things cannot be de 
nicd . It has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by the 
RespondentManagement by relevant documents that the 
names of the Pctitioners were not available in the original 
muster rolls that has been mentioned in their service 
certificates. From this , it is established that the particulars 
given in their service certificates arc false . No date of issue 
of those service certificates is available in the service 
certificates. The Petitioners who have been examined as com 
mon witnesses for these Petitioners as WW1 and WW2 also 
have not stated in their cvidence , the dates on which they 
were issued those service certificates by the concerned offi 
cials in the department If they were really issued by the of 
ficials of the Respondent Telecom Department as a record 
for their service in the department, thc Petitioner would not 
have been failed to mention all these things in their respec 
tive Claim Statements The non -mcntion of the same in their 
Claim Statements and the production of these certificates 
without any basis during trial of the cases before this Tribu 
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nal go to show that these Pctitioners have created them for 
the purpose of these cases as the RespondentManagement 
contendent it. From the available materials , it is seen that 
the RespondentManagement in regular course did not em 
ploy Pctitioners and they were not given independent work , 
so the question of retrenchment from service does not at all 
arise . So , under such circumstances, the question ofRespon 
dents not following the provisions of IndustrialDisputes Act, 
1947 and the issuance of prior notice and compensation un 
der Section 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at 
all arise As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court, 
the Pctitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable , le 
gal evidence that he has worked in the Respondent/Telecom 
Department as a CasualLabour for a continuous period of 
240 days preceding the date on which they have been disen 
guged from work in the absence of such evidence on the 
side of the Petitioner , it can be concluded that they have no 
right to clain even conforment of temporary status of casual 
mazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in service in the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department. So , under such circum 
stanoes, from the available materials it is seen that the action 
of the Management of Telecom Department in not engag 
ing these Petitioners as casual mazdoors , subscquent to 
completion of work for which they have engaged is legal 
and justified . Hence , this petitioner is not entitled to the 
relief he prayed for in his Claim Statement Thus, the point 
is answered accordingly 

6 In the result,an Award is passou holung that the Peutuniet 
is not entitled to the relief pioved for in the Claun Sulmet Na 
Cost 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced hy me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002 ) 

K KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
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farament, 21 , 2002 
1. J . 1986 . - 311f 7915 3fef144 , 1947 ( 1947 
14 )SETT 17374177 ,EM PORT GT FER 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विषाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण 
21 TER ( HC4 CH 233/ 2001 ) anfeta FTTT HT 
14 For at 21 --5 - 2002 1903 11 
[ 7 . 16 -40012/ 141/99 - 375.371 . ( 1. 7.) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21stMay, 2002 

S . O . 1986 . - In pursuancc of Section 17 of thç 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central Gov 
ernment hereby publishes the award (Ref No 233/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the In 
dustrial Dispute between the cmployers in relation and their 
workman , which was received by the Central Government 
on 21- 5 - 2002 

No. L - 40012 / 141/99 - IR (DU )) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
Present K KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL, DISPUTE No. 228 / 2001 
( Tamil Nadu Statc Industrial Tribunal I. D No 245 /99 ) 

( In thematter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clausc (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub -section 2 ( A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 
1947), bciween the Workinan Sri S . Velu and the 
management of the General Manager, Telecommunica 
lions , Kanchcopuram , Dist. Chennai ) 

BETWEEN 
Sri S Velu 

. I Party /Workman 

AND 
The GeneralManager, Il Party /Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kanchecpuram Dist, Chennai, 
APPEARANCE 
For the Workman 

M /s M .Gnanasckar, 
C . Premavathi & 

G . Manjula , Advocates 
For the Management Sri R Kanniappan 

Addl. CGSC 
The Govt of India , Ministry ofLabour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clausc (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and 
sub -section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispulc for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012 / 141/ 
99 / IR ( DU ) dated 13 09 1999 

This reference has been made carlicr to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was 
taken on ſilc as I D . No. 245/ 99 When the matter was 


pending enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India , 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
case from that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . 
On receipt of records from that Tribunal, the case has 
been taken on file as ID No. 233/ 2001 and notices were 
sent to thợ counsel on either side , informing them about 
the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction 
to appear before this Tribunal on 08 .02 .2001. On receipt 
of notice from this Tribunal, the counsel on cither side 
present along with their respective parties and prosecuted 
the case further 

• When the matter came up before me for final hear 
ing on 01 04 . 2002, upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
Counter Statement, additional counter statement, the 
other material papers on record , the oral and documen 
tary cvidence let in on either side as common cvidence 
for this case and the connected similar cases and after 
hearing the arguments advanced by the learned counsel 
for the II Party/Management alone, this matter having 
stood over till this date for consideration , this Tribunal 
has passed the following - - 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above or 
der of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by 
this Tribunal is as follows : 

" Whciher the action of the General Manager, 
Telecoin ., Chengalpatlu in terminating the services of Sh . 
S . Velu , casual mazdoor is lcgal and justified ? If not, to 
what relief, he is entitled ?" 

2 The facts of the industrial dispulc as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows - 

The I Party /Workman Şh S . Velu . (herein 
after refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour 
in thc II Party Management Telecom Department (here 
inafter refers to as Respondent) on 14 - 12 - 1984 for dig 
ging , drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs 
as directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal wages 
of Rs.6 ,50 aş daily rated wages. Though the Petitioner 
has bccn continuously working with the Respondent, and 
has put in 1164 number of days of service , he had not 
been regulariscd The Department of Telecommunica 
tion in order to absorb the casual mazdoors working in 
the department for a long period formulated a Scheme 
known as casual mazdoors ( Grant of Temporary Status 
and Regularisation ) Scheme. Thc Respondent/ Telecom 
Department failed to confer temporary status on thc Peti 
tioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal and arbi 
Trary. The I Party/Workman hasbeen denied employment 
w .e.f. 25 -05 - 1995 and ,when his services were terminated 
he was getting Rs.60 / - as daily wages. When he ap 
proached the concerned authority for conferment of tcm 
porary status, he was informed that hę will be taken back 
to duty The Pçtitioner was waiting for orders from the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding his re -en 
- gagemçnt. However , he has not reççivcd any orders nor 
he was taken back to duly so far. His service was utilised 
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for the regular work that is perennial in nalure. There 
forc , when the work and the necessity to engage the Peti 
tioner continuous, there is no reason or justification for 
denying the employment to the Petitioner.No reason was 
given by the Respondent/ Telecom Department for ter 
minating the services of the Petitioner and the Respon 
dent failed to follow the principles of natural justice . No 
enquiry was conducted and the Petitioner was not given 
any opportunity before his services were discontinued 
The Petitioner has put in more than a decade continuous 
service and the termination of his service is in violation 
of the provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Dis 
putes Act, 1947. Further, thc Petitioner was not given 
any notice or compensation in terms of the said provi 
sion of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Hence, the action 
ofthe Respondent/Departmentin terminating the services 
of the Petitioner without notice or compensation is ab 
initio void and the Petitioner is deemed to be in continu 
ous in service and therefore, is entitled to be reinstated 
with all other service benefits including arrears of back 
wages. The Respondent ought to have conferred tempo 
rary status as per the temporary status scheme and fur 
ther absorbed him against regular Group D post . The 
Respondent/ Telecom Department s action in not doing 
so is illegal and arbitrary . Hence, this industrial dispute 
has been raised against the Respondent Telecom Depart 
ment for a declaration that the order of termination dated 
25 -06 - 95 is illegal and arbitrary and consequently for a 
direction to the Respondent Management to reinstate the 
Petitioner in service w .e.f. 25 -06 - 1995 and to pay all ar 
rears of back wages and all other attendant benefits . 

3. The II Party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter State 
ment denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement about his appointment as Casual Labour on 14 
12 - 1984 and his contention about continuous working with 
the Respondent Department for a period of 1864 number 
of days of service and the alleged termination of the Peti 
tioner from service on 25 -06 - 1995 . It is further alleged 
that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis for 
the unskilled work i.e. to carry out digging, drawing out 
wires, laying posts and for other casual works on daily 
rated wages basis. The department used to engage the Pe 
titioner as and when there was work . In 1989 , a Scheme 
called Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers 
was introduced for the Casual Labourers who actually 
worked . The essential conditions of the scheme are : 

1 The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 3 ) - 3 - 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.c. 01 - 10 - 89; 
3 . He should have put in 240 days continuous ser 

vice in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989; and 
4 . There should not be a brcak for a period of more 

than one year . 


The petitioner was directed to furnish the scrvice 
particulars 10 grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars . Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could notbe granted TSM stalus The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
to be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service 
certificates with a view to get the benefits like 
regularisation etc. from the department. So , the depart 
ment did not consider the claim of the Petitioner. The 
alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled and 
perennial in nature . As on date , the department is not 
engaging Casual Labour like thc Petitioner for any pur 
pose and also not doing such type of work as done by the 
Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, 
there is no scope for the Petitioner for his rc -employment 
in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. Thc Petitioner 
was engaged on casual basis as and when required by the 
department, hence, he is not eligible for reinstatement as 
per the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
Scheme. Hence , it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal 
may be pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
Icarned counsel on cither side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly 
and the evidence given in I. D .No. 136 / 2001 on either 
side can be treated as common evidence for all these cases . 
On the side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy , 
Petitioner in LD . No. 156 / 2001, and Sri K .Mohan , Peti 
tioner in I.D .No. 262/2001 have been examined as WWI 
and WW2 respectively . As per the memo filed by the 
learned counsel for the Respondent Management, the 
evidence given by one Divisional Engineer, Mr. P . 
Chandrasekar, who has bcen examined as a common wit 
ness MW1 in I. D .No. 11/ 2001, has been treated as a com 
mon evidence for this case and other similar connected 
cases. On the side of the Petitioner, the xerox copy of the 
service certificates have been marked as common Work 
men exhibits. On the side of the Management the Xerox 
copy of the services certificate of WW1 filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
original muster rolls which are mentioned in those Ser 
vice certificates under Ex .Wl to W3 have bcen marked 
as Ex .MI, M2 to M75 . The learned counsel for the II 
Party Management has advanced his arguments . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is - 
“ Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecom ., Chengalpattu in terminating the services 
of Sh . S . Velu , casual mazdoor, is legal and justi 

fied ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 
Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
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been conducted Two out of these Petitioners have been 
examined as WW1 and WW2. WI series, W2 and W3 
series, the service certificates ofWW1 and WW2 respec 
tively have been marked On the side of the Management 
the Xerox copy of the services certificate of WW 1 filed 
before the conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox 
copies of the original muster rolls which are mentioned 
in those Service certificates under Ex. Wl to W3 have 
been marked as Ex MI, M2 to M75 . Apart from these 
documents the other Pcutioners also filed in Court indi 
vidually in their respective cases as the scrvice certifi 
cates issued to them mentioning their servicc particulars , 
which arc remained unmarked documents . The common 
claim made by all these Petitioners in their respective in 
dustrial dispute against the Respondent/ Telecom Dcpart 
ment is that the termination of the Petitioners from service 
by the Respondent Management is illegal and they must 
be reinstated in service by the Respondent Management 
from the date of their respective termination from scrvice 
as mentioned in their respective Claim Statements. They 
have raised these claims based on the service records. They 
were filed into Court in their respective cases. WW1 and 
WW2 have spoken about their respective service certiſi 
cates they have filed into Court in their respective cases. 
In the cross examination of bcth the Petitioncrs WW1 and 
WW2, they have admitted that they have given their ser 
vice particulars to the Respondent Department as per the 
direction of the department for consideration to confer tcm 
porary status mazdoors only It is their further contention 
in the evidence that at the inception when they met the 
Telecom people, who were doing the work of the depart 
mentnear their house , requested those permanent cmploy 
ees of the Respondent Telecom Department like lineman 
to give them work and as per their direction they went to 
see the Assistant Engineer, and requested him to provide 
work in the Respondent/ Department. WWI and WW2 
who have dcposed as common witnesses for those Peti 
tioners have stated in the cross examination that they have 
not mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements 
and they have not mentioned so in their carlier Claim Ştate 
ments filed before the Regional Commissioner of Labour, 
Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They further say 
that they do notknow the nameof the Assistant Engineer, 
whom they met and asked for work . It is their further evi 
dence, that they used to get the wages by signing the mus 
ter rolls and the numbers of muster rolls mentioned in their 
respective service certificates are true and correct and their 
respective names are available in those original muster 
rolls mentioned in their respective service certificates They 
further say in the cross examination that they mentioned 
in their respective Claim Statements that they were given 
service certificates by the Assistant Engineer for the days 
they worked in the Respondent Department. They have 
also denied the suggestion in the cross examination, that 
the service certificates produced by these Petitioners in 
their respective cases are all false certificates and they were 


created by them . They have also denied the suggestion 
that they have not worked in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department for the period they have mentioned by days 
in their respective Claim Statements. On the side of the 
Respondent/Management, the evidence given by Divi 
sional Engineer , one Mr. P . Chandrasekar as MWIearlier 
has been treated as common cvidence for this case and 
similar connected other cases as per the memo filed by the 
leamed counsel for the Respondent Management. Accord 
ing to the Petitioner, he was engaged by the Respondent 
Management Department of Telccommunication as casual 
mazdoor in the year 1984 and worked continuously till 
1995 as he has stated in his Claim Statement. It is his fur 
ther allegation in the Claim Statement that all of a sudden 
he was terminated and the action of the RespondentMan 
agement, Telecommunication Department in terminating 
him from service in not following the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. 
Since the said action of the Respondent Management is 
illegal, he must be reinstated in service by the Respon 
dent Management from the date of the alleged termina 
tion of service in the year 1995. But it is the contention of 
the Respondent Management and also the evidence of 
MWI that service certificates filed by the Petitioners arc 
all false and created by themselves and they have not men 
tioned anything with regard to availability of service cer 
tificates in their Claim Statements . The learned counsel 
for the Respondent Management would further contend 
that in the Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing has 
been mentioned as to who appoint them and where they 
have worked and who in the Respondent Department has 
terminated them from service . There is no appointment 
order as well as the termination order passed by the Re 
spondent/Management for these Petitioner to claim that 
they were appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment and hc was terminated against the provisions of In 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947. According to the Manage 
ment of Telecom Department, these people were engaged 
in the year 1995 and some persons were engaged at the 
end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respon 
dent/ Telecom Department for laying the cables, and erect 
ing poles and other connected casual works. It is the spc 
cific stand of the Respondent Management that all these 
Pctitioners have notworked for 240 days and in the Counter 
Statement filed by the Respondent Management in their 
respective cases, the days for which the concerned Peti 
tioner had worked in the Respondent Department has been 
clearly given . It is their further contention that seervice 
certificates relied upon by these Petitioners as issued by 
the officials of the Respondent Telecom Department were 
not issued by the department and they were created by the 
Petitioners themselves and the particulars of the alleged 
service in the Telecom Departmentmentioned in the ser 
vice cerificates said to have been issued by thc officials 
of the Respondent Department from 1984 to 1995 are all 
bogus By sufficient documentary evidence, evidence 
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through Ex .M2 to M75 original muster rolls in the cross 
examination of WW1 and WW2 and through the com 
nion evidence of MW1 it has been established that the 
particulars given in the scr\ Icc certificates by the Petition 
ers are bogus. WWI and WW2 have clcarly admitted in 
thcir cross cxamination when their attention have been 
drawn to the çntrics in the original muster rolls mentioned 
in their service certificates that their names have notbeen 
availablc in the original muster rolls, maintained by the 
Telecom Department. The xerox copy of those muster rolls 
have been exhibited on the side of the Respondent/Man 
agementas ManagementExhibits M2to M75 . In the cross 
examination of the common witness for the Management 
MWI, no suggestion is put to him about the work of the 
Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department. No 
suggestion was put in the cross-examination ofMWI that 
the particulars furnished in the service certificates produced 
by thc Petitioners are not bogus but they are genuine On 
the side ofthe Petitioners, no one has been cxamined as a 
witness to prove the service ceriſicates they are relying 
upon . The officials in the Telecom Department, who said 
to have issued those certificates have not been examined 
by thc Petitioners to prove their respective service certifi 
catcs . From these common cvidence available , it is scen 
that thesc Petitioners have worked for few days by assist 
ing the regular staff of the Respondent Telecom Depart 
ment in carrying out the departinental work as Casual 
Labourers . From the available evidencc , it is seen that these 
Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourcrs by the rcgu 
lar departmental workmen for the scasonal work of the 
department llicy were attending and thcy were discngaged 
on completion of thc particularwork . From this it is scen 
that the contention of the Petitioner in the Claim State 
mçnt that the work will be available always and it is pc 
rennial type of work arcall false Thc Petitioners who have 
becn cxamined as common witnesses for workmcn as 
WW1 and WW2 harcadmitted that they were engaged as 
Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the department 
only to assist them for doing the departmental work as 
and when it was necessary . From the cvidence available 
in this case , it is scen that Petitioners who have been work 
ing as casualmazdoors tcmporarily by assisting the regu 
lar and permanent stall or Respondent/ Telecom Dcpart 
incnt have disengaged , since the work they were attended 
were completed and there was no further work for them to 
do So from thic materials available in this case by way of 
cxhibits and cvidence , it is clearly established by the Re 
spondent/Management by production of original musier 
rolls which have been referred to in service certificates of 
thc Petitioners that thc Petitioners have never worked as 
Casual Labourers under those muster rolls for the sad pc 
riod and have not been paid wages by the department. From 
this, it is seen as contended by the learned counsel for the 
RespondentManagement in lus argument that the particu 
lars given in the service certificates produced by thc Peli 
tioners are not tryc paniculars but they are bogus certiſi 


cates. If really , the particulars given in the service certifi 
cates relied upon by the Petitioners are true , the Rcspon 
dent Department would have granted them temporary sta 
tus mazdoors for Casual Labourers. From the cvidence 
available in these cases , it is abundantly proved by the 
Respondent/Department that these Pctitioners have not 
worked continuously from 1984 to 1995 . Further, it is scen 
from the evidence available that the Petitioners was en 
gaged by the department as Casual Labourers only for a 
short period as and when requircd and he was given wages 
on daily rated basis It is the cvidence of MW 1 that the 
work thc Pctitioners were doing as CasualLabourers was 
only scasonalwork and it was not a continuous one and it 
is not available all through the year. It cannot be denied 
that the work these Pctitioners attended as Casual 
Labourers in thc Respondent/Management department 
were only development work like opening new telcphonc 
exchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges and 
they were done as project works and on complction of 
that work , thcsc Pctitioners have no work in the deparl 
mcnt lo continue in service. It is the definite cvidence of 
MWI that on checking the service particulars given by 
thc Pctitioners , the department has found that thc particu 
lars they furnished are not truc and thcy were found to be 
bogus All these things cannot be denied . It has been dem 
onstrated bcfore this Tribunal by the Respondent/Man 
agement by relevant docuinents that the names of the Pc 
titioners were not available in the onginalmuster rolls that 
has been mentioned in their service ccruſicatcs . From this , 
it is established that the particulars given in their service 
ccriſicales arc falsc . No date of issuc of those servicc cer 
uſicales is available in the servicc certificates The Peti 
tioners who have been cxamined as common witnesses 
for thcsc Petitioners as WWI and WW2 also have not 
stated in their evidence , the dates on which they were is 
sucd those service certificates by the concerned officials 
in the department. If they were really issucd by the offi 
cials of thc Respondent/ Telecom Department as a record 
for their scrvice in the department, the Petitioner would 
not have been failed to mention all these things in their 
respective Claim Statements . The non -mcntion of the same 
in their Claim Statements and the production of thcsc cer 
liſicates without any basis during trial of the cases before 
this Tribunal go to show that thesc Pctitioners have crc 
ated them for the purposc of these cases as thc Respon 
dent/Management contends it . From the available matc 
rials, it is scen that the RespondentManagement in rcgu 
lar course did not employ Petitioners and they were not 
given independent work, so the question of retrenchment 
from service does not at all arise So under such circum 
stances, the question of Respondents not ſollowing the 
provisions of industrial Dispulcs Act, 1947 and the issu 
ance of prior notice and compensation under section 25F 
ol Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all arise As 
per the recent decisions of thc Supreme Court, 1hc Peli 
tioner has to prove conclusively with acccptablc , Icgal 
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evidence that he has workcd in the Respondent/ Tclecom 
Department as a Casual Labour for a continuous period of 
240 days preceding the date on which they have been dis- 
engaged from work . In the absence of such evidence on 
the side of the Petitioncı, it can be concluded that they 
have no right to claim even conferment of temporary sta 
tus of casualmazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in 
Scrvice in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. So , un 
der such circumstances, from the available matcrials it is 
scen that the action of the Management of Telecom Dc 
partment in not engaging thesc Petitioners as casual 
mazdoors, subsequent 10 completion of work for which 
they have engaged is legal and justificd . Hence , this Peti 
tioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed for in his Claim 
Statement. Thus, the point is answered accordingly. 

6 In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the 
Claim Statement. No Cost 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April , 2002.) 

K KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W .WI - Sh K , Umapathy (Petitioner in I. D 156 /2001) 
WW . 2 - Sh , K Mohan (Pctitioner in I.D 262/ 2001) 
For the II Party /Management: - 
M . W 1 - Sh P . Chandrasekar (DE (Legal & Commer 

cial)| Examined in I.D .No 11/ 2001 and has 

taken as Common evidence in this casc . 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Pary /Workmen : 
W I Series ( 7 ) – Original service certificates issued in 

favour of Pctitioners . 
W2 

- Original Service Notc Book . 
W 3 Series ( 7 ) — Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners, 
For the II Pary /Management: 
MI 

Xerox copy of the scrvice certificate 
issued in favour of Petitioners. 
Xcrox copy of MR. No. 05850 

Xerox copy of MR. No 05851 
M4 

Xerox copy of M . R . No 07188 

Xerox copy of MR. No. 07193 
M6 

Xerox copy of M . R . No 19 /04693 
M7 

Xerox copy of MR. No . 18 /04693 
M8 

Xerox copy of MR. No 3 /06114 
M9 

Xerox copy of M . R No. 9/06114 
MIO 

Xerox copy of MR No 18 /06114 
M11 

Xerox copy of MR No 6 /06115 
MI2 

Xerox copyor MR.No 5 /06115 
M3 

Yeror copy of MR. No 18 /06115 
M14 

Xerox copy of M .R . No . 1/08511 
M15 

Xerox copy of MR No. 19 /07289 
M16 

Xerox copy of MR No. 7/4427 
M17 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /4431 


M18 
M19 
M20 
M21 
M22 
M23 
M24 
M25 
M26 
M27 
M28 
M29 
M30 
M31 
M32 
M33 
M3 + 
M35 
M36 
M37 
M38 
M39 
M40 
M41 
M42 
M43 
M44 
M45 
M46 
M47 
M48 
M49 
M50 
M51 
M52 
M53 
M54 
M55 
M56 
M57 
M58 
M59 
M60 
M61 
M62 
M63 
M64 
M65 
1166 
M67 
M68 
M69 
M70 
M71 
M172 
M73 
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Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13 /15 948 
Xerox copy of M .R No. 15/06117 
Xerox copy of M .R . No.21/06119 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
Xerox copy of M . R . No, 23 /08512 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/08514 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15/20861 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 / 20861 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /20862 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/ 20863 
Xerox copy of MR. No 03/20867 
Xerox copy of MR. No. 02 / 20868 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /20863 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20869 
Xcrox copy of M . R . No. 23 /20869 
Xerox copy of MR No.20 /04631 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 24 / 2 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /4 . 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /4 
Xerox copy of MR No.4 /5 
Xerox copy of MR, No . 7 /5 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /5 
Xerox copy or M .R . No. 11/5 
Xerox copy of M . R . No . 1775 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22 / 5 
Xerox copy of M . R , No. 4 / 59 
Xerox copy of M . R . No.04978 
Xerox copy of M . R . No 8 /06216 
Xerox copy of MR. No.07188 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /4427 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
Xerox copy of M . R .No. 9 /06114 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
Xerox copy of M .R . No.6 /06115 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
Xerox copy of M . R No. 2 /08511 
Xerox copy of MR. No.22 /08511 
Xerox copy of MR. No. 13 /08512 
Xçrox copy of MR. No.23 /08512 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 / 08513 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /20861 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /20861 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20862 
Xerox copy of MR No. 11/20863 
Xerox copy of MR. No. 19/20863 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/ 20864 
Xerox copy of MR No.09 /20866 
Xerox copy of MR . No.03 /20867 
Xerox copy of MR No. 14 / 20867 
Xerox copy of M . R . No.02/20868 
Xerox copy of MR. No. 12 /20869 
Xçrox copy of M .R . No. 06 /21253 
Xerox copy of MR. No. 13 /27 
Xerox copy of MR No 19 /29 
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M74 — Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /29 

Nadu Principal Labour Court, where it was taken on file 
M75 - Xerox copy of MR No .20/29 

as C . G . I. D . No. 368 /99. When the matter was pending 
forment, 21 , 2002 

çnquiry in that Principal Labour Court, the Govt. of India , 
11. 991 . 1987 . - 311 44 3fUFTTH , 1947 ( 1947 

Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
T 14 ) URT 1734 

H R ER GOTT 

case from that principal Labour Court to this Tribunal 

for adjudication . On receipt of records from thatPrincipal 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 

Labour Court, the case has been taken on file as I. D . No. 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औधोगिक अधिकरण 

718 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel on record 
975 1972 ( HGH HC4 718/2001 ) alfram o on cither side , informing them about the transfer of this 
sta R 21 - 5 - 2002 147 TOTT PITI 

case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before this 

Tribunal on 18 - 10 -2001. On receipt of notice from this 
[ 7 . VM -40012 / 142 /99 - 3715.971 . ( 31.7 .) ] 

Tribunal, the counsels on either side present along with 
कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 

their respective partics and prosecuted the case further. 
New Delhi, thc 21st May , 2002 

When the matter came up before me for final hcar 
S . O . 1987. - In pursuance of Scction 17 of the 

ing on 01 -04 - 2002 , upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 

Counter Statement, the other material papers on record , 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No 718 / 

thç oral and documentary evidence let in on either side 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 

as common evidence for this case and the connected simi 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 

lar cascs and after hearing the arguments advanced by 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 

the lcarncd counsel for the II Party /Management alonc, 
to thc Management of Telecom . Deput and their work 

this matter having stood over till this date for consider 
man , which was received by the Central Government on 

ation , this Tribunal has passcd the following : 
21-5 -2002. 

AWARD 
No. L -40012 / 142 / 99-IR (DU ) || 

The Industrial Disputc referred to in the above or 
KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 

der of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by 
ANNEXURE 

this Tribunal is as follows : 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL 

" Whether the demand of the workman Shri M . 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Jayapal for reinstatement by the General Manager, 
Tuesday , the 30th April , 2002 

Telecommunications, Chengalpattu as Casual 
Present : K KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 

Mazdoor is legal and justified ? If Not, to what rc 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 718 /2001 

lief is hc cntitled ?" 
( Tamil Nadu Principal Labour Court CGID No. 368 /99 ) 

2 . The facts of the Industrial Dispute as pleaded by 
( In the matter of the disputc for adjudication under 

the I Party /Workman arc briefly as follows -- 
clause ( d ) of sub - section (1 ) and sub - scclion 2 ( A ) of 

Thc 1 Party /Workman Sri M . Jayapal (herein 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 oſ 

after refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour 
1947 ), between Sri M Jayapal and the Management of 

in thc II Party Management Telecom Department ( herc 
Telecommunications , Kanchccpuram Distt ., Chennai.) 

inafter refers to as Respondent) on 01 -01-1979 for dig 
BETWEEN 

ging , drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs 
Sri M . Jayapal I Party /Workman 

as directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal wages 
AND 

of Rs.6 , 50 aş daily ratcd wages. Though the Petitioner 
The General Manager, II Party Management 

has been continuously working with the Respondent, and 
Telecominunications, 

has put in 1982 number of days of service, he had not 
Kancheepuram Disti , Chennai 

been regularised The Department of Telecommunica 
Appearance: - 

lion in order to absorb the casual mazdoors working in 
For thc Workman M /s.M Gnanasekaran , 

the department for a long period formulated a Scheme 
Premavathy , 

known as casual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary status 
Advocates 

and Rcgularisation ) Scheme. The Respondent/ Telecom 
For the Management Sri K . Sambasivan 

Department failed to conſer temporary status on the Peti 
Addl CGSC . 

tioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal and arbi 
The Govt of India , Ministry of Labour in exercise trary The I party /Workman has been denied employment 
of powers conferred by clausc (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and wel. 25 -06 - 1995 and, when his services were terminated 
sub -section 2 ( A ) of Section 10) of Industrial Dispute Act, 

he was getting Rs. 60 /- as daily wages. When he ap 
1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial 

proached the concemedauthority for conferment of tem 
Dispuic for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012/ 142 / 

porary status, he was informed that he will be takçn back 
99/IR (DU ) dated 29 -09 - 1999 

10 duty. The Petitioner was waiting for orders from the 
This rcfcrcnce has been made carlier to the Tamil Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding his re- engage 
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taken back to duty so far. His service was utilised for the 
regular work that is perennial in nature Therefore , when 
the work and the necessity to engage the Petitioner con 
tinuous, there is no reason or justification for denying the 
employment to the Petitioner . No reason was given by the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for terminating the ser 
vices of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow 
the principles of natural justice. No enquiry was conducted 
and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before 
his services were discontinued . The petitioner has put in 
more than a decade continuous service and the termina 
tion of his service is in violation of the provisions of Sec 
tion 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Further , the 
Petitioncr was not given any notice or compensation in 
termsof the said provision ofIndustrial Disputes Act , 1947 . 
Hence , the action of the Respondent Department in ter 
minating the services of thc Pctitioner without notice or 
compensation is ab initio void and the Petitioner is deemed 
to be in continuous in service and therefore , is entitlcd to 
be reinstated with all other service benefits including ar 
| rears of back wages. The Respondent ought to have con 
ferred temporary status as per the temporary status scheme 
and further absorbed him against regular Group D post . 
The Respondent/ Telecom Department s action in not do 
ing so is illegal and arbitrary . Hence, this industrial dis 
pute has been raised against the Respondent/ Telecom De 
partment for a declaration that the order of 
terminationdated 25-06 - 95 is illegal and arbitrary and con 
scquently for a direction to the RespondentManagement 
to reinstate the Petitioner in service w . e. f. 25 - 06 - 1995 and 
10 pay all arrears of back wages and all other attendant 
benefits 

3 . The II party /Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations 
of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement about his ap 
pointment as Casual Labour on 01-01- 79 and his con 
tention about continuous working with the Respondent/ 
Department for a period of 1932 number of days of ser. 
vicc and the alleged termination of the Petitioner from 
service on 25 - 06 - 1995 , It is further alleged that the Pe 
titioner was engaged purely on casual basis for the un 
skilled work i. e. to carry out digging , drawing out wires , 
laying posts and for other casual works on daily rated 
wages for a short spell during 1995 for a period of 135 
days only . The department used to engage the Petitioner 
as and when there was work . In 1989 , a Scheme called 
"Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was 
introduced for the Casual Labourers who actually worked . 
The essential conditions of the scheme are . 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 31- 3 - 1985 ; 
2 He should be currently emplolycd on the dato 

of the implcmcntation of Schcmc i . c . 

01- 10 -89; 
3 . He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior 
to () 1 - 10 - 1989; and 


4. There should not be a break for a period of 

more than one year. 
The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to granttemporary status and the petitioner also 
furnished the scrvicc particulars Since the petitioner did 
not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he could 
not be granted TSM status. The service particulars sub 
mitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found to be 
bogus. The petitioner had produced false service certiſi 
cates with a view to get the benefits like regularisation 
etc. from the department. So , the departmentdid not con 
sider the claim of the Petitioner The alleged work done 
by the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature . As 
on date , the department is not engaging Casual Labour 
like the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
type of work as donc by the Petitioner. Since there is no 
work and there is no post, there is no scope for the Peti 
tioner for his re -employment in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department. The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis 
as and when required by the department, hencc , he is not 
cligible for reinstatement as per the law and as well as 
Temporary status Mazdoor Scheme Hence , it is prayed 
that the Hon ble Tribunalmay be pleased to dismiss the 
claim petition . 

4. When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
lcarncd counsel on cither side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
the evidence given in I. D .No. 156 / 2001on either side can 
be treated as common evidence for all these cases. On the 
side of thc Pctitioner /Workman Sri K Umapathy , Peti 
tioner in ID .No. 156 / 2001, and Sri K .Mohan , Petitioner in 
I. D No.262 /2001 have been examined as WW1and WW2 
respectively . As per thememo ſiled by the learned coun 
sel for the Respondent Management, the cvidencc given 
by one Divisional Engineer, Mr P . Chandrasekar, who 
has been examined as a common witness MW1in I. D .No 
11/2001, has been trcated as a common evidence for this 
case and other similar connected cases . On the side of the 
Pctitioner, the xerox copy of the service certificates have 
been marked as common Workmen exhibits . On the side 
of the Management the Xerox copy of the scrviccs certifi 
cate of WWI filed before the conciliating authority ear 
licr and thc Xerox copies of the originalmuster rolls which 
arc mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex.WI 
to W3 have been marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75 The 
learned counsel for the II Party Management has advanced 
his arguments 

5 . The Point for my consideration is 
“ Whether the action of the workman Shri M . Jayapal 
for reinstatement by the General Manager, Telecom 
munications, Chengalpattu as Casual Mazdoor, is 
legal and justificd ? If not, to what relief, he is 
cntitled ?" 
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When the matter was taken up for cnquiry , as per 
the request of the lcarned counsel on cither side , a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
been conducted Two out of thesc Petitioners have been 
cxamined as WW1 and WW2. W1 scries, W2 and W3 
series, the service certificates of WW1 and WW2 
respectively have been marked . On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate 
of WW 1 filcd before the conciliating authority earlier 
and the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which 
are mentioned in thosc Service certificates under Ex,WI 
to W3 have been marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75 . Apart 
from these documents the other Petitioners also ſilcd in 
Court individually in their respective cases as the service 
certificates issucd to them mentioning their service 
particulars , which are remained unmarked documents 
The common claim rnadc by all these Petitioncrs in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent) 
Telecom Department is that the termination of the 
Petitioners from service by the Respondent/Management 
is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 
RespondentManagement from the date of their respective 
tcrmination from service asmentioned in their respective 
Claim Statements. They have raised these claims based 
on the service records They were ſiled into Court in their 
respective cases. WW1 and WW2 have spoken about their 
respective service certificates they have filed into Court 
in their respective cases In the cross examination of both 
the Petitioners WW1 and WW2, they have admitted that 
they have given their service particulars to the 
Respondent/Department as per the direction of the 
department for consideration to conſer temporary stalus 
mazdoors only . It is their further contention in the 
cvidence that at the inception when they inci the Telecom 
people , who were doing the work of the department near 
their house, requested thosc permanent employees of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department like lineman to give 
them work and as per their dircction they went 10 sec the 
Assistant Engineer , and requested him to provide work 
in the Respondent/Dcpartment. WWI and WW2 who 
have deposed as conmon witnesses for thesc Petitioners 
have stated in the cross examination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in thcir Claim Statements and 
have notmentiored so in their carlier Claim Statements 
filed before the Regional Commissioner of Labour, 
Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They ſunher 
say that they do not know the name of the Assistant 
Engineer, whom they met and asked for work It is their 
ſurther evidence , that they used to get the wages by signing 
the muster rolls and the numbers ofmuster rolls inentioned 
in their respective service certificates are truc and correct 
and their respective names arc available in those original 
muster rolls mcntioned in their respective service 
certificates. They further say in the cross examination 
that they mentioned in their respective Claim Statements 


that they were given service certiſicates by the Assistant 
Enginçer for the days they worked in the Respondent/ 
Department. They have also denicd the suggestion in the 
cross examination , that the service certificates produced 

by thesc Petitioners in their respective cases are all false 
. certificates and they were created by them They have 
also denicd the suggestion that they have not worked in 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department for the period they 
have mentioned by days in their respective Claim 
Statements. On the side of the RespondentManagement, 
the evidence given by Divisional Engineer, one Mr. 
P . Chandrasekar as MW1 carlier has been treated as 
common evidence for this casc and similar connected 
other cascs as per the memo filed by the learned counsel 
for the Respondent/Management. According to the 
Petitioner, he was engaged by the Respondent/ 
Management Department of Telecommunica - tion as 
casual mazdoor in the year 1970 and worked continuously 
till 1995 as he has stated in his Claim Statement. Il 
is hış ſurther allegation in the Claim Statement that all of 
a sudden he was terminated and the action of the 
RespondentManagement, Telecommunication Depart 
ment in terminating him from servicc in not following 
the provisions of thc Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is as 
initio void and illegal. Since the said action of the 
RespondentManagement is illegal, he must be reinstated 
in service by the RespondentManagement from the date 
of the alleged termination of service in the year 1995 . 
But it is the contention of the Respondent/Management 
and also the evidence of Mwi that service certificates 
Giled by the Pctitioners are all falsc and created by 
themselves and ihçy have not mentioned anything with 
regard to availability of service certificates in their Claim 
Statements Thic learned counsel for the Respondent 
Management would further contend that in thc Claim 
Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been mentioned 
as to who appoint them and where they have worked and 
who in the Respondent Department has terminated them 
from service. There is no appomtment order as well as 
the termination order passed by the Respondent / 
Management for these Petitioners to claim that they WCIC 
appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Department and 
they were terminated against the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act , 1947 According to the Management of 
Telecom Department, these people were engaged in the 
vear 1995 and some persons were engaged at the end 
of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the 
Respondenu/ Telecom Department for laying the cables , 
and erecting poles and other connected casual works 
It is thc specific stand of the Respondent Management 
that all thesc Petitioners have not worked for 240 days 
and in the Counter Statement filed by thc Respondent 
Management in their respective cases, the days for which 
the concerned Petitioner had worked in the Respondent 
Department has been clearly given It is their further 
contention that service certificates relied upon by these 
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Petitioners as issucd by the officials of the Respondent 
Telecom Department were not issued by the department 
and they were created by the Petitioners themselves 
and the particulars of the alleged service in the Telecom 
Department mentioned in the service certificates said to 
have becn issued by the officials of the Respondent/ 
Department from 1979 to 1995 are all bogus. By sufficient 
documentary evidence, cvidence through. Ex. M2 to M 
75 original muster rolls in the cross examination of WW 
I and WW 2 and through the common evidence of MW 
1 it hasbeen established that the particulars given in the 
service certificates by the Petitioners are bogus. WW 1 
and WW 2 have clcarly admitted in their cross 
examination when their attention have been drawn to the 
entries in the original muster rolls mentioned in their 
service certificates that their names have not been 
available in the originalmuster rolls, maintained by the 
Telecom Dcpartment. The scrox copy of those muster 
rolls have been exhibited on the side of the Respondent 
Management as Management Exhibits M2 10 M75 in 
the cross examination of the common witness for the 
Management MW1, no suggestion is put to him about 
the work of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom 
Department. No suggestion was put in thc cross 
cxamination ofMWIthat the particulars furnished in the 
service certificatcs produced by the Petitioners arc not 
bogus but they are genuine On the side of thc Petitioners , 
no one has bcen examined as a witness to prove the service 
certiſicates they are relying upon the officials in the 
Telecom Department, who said to have issued those 
certificates have not been cxamined by the Petitioners to 
prove their respective service certificates. From these 
common evidencc available, it is seen that these 
Petitioners have worked for few days by assisting the 
regular staff of the Respondenu/ Telccom Department in 
carrying out the departmentalwork as Casual Labourers . 
From the available cvidence , it is seen that these 
Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers by the 
regular departmental workinen for the seasonal work of 
the department they were allending and thcy were 
disengaged on conpletion of the particular work From 
this it is scen that the contention of the Petitioner in the 
Claim Statement that the work will be available always 
and it is perennial type of work are all false The 
Petitioners who have been examined as common 
witnesses for workmen as WWIand WW2 havcadmitted 
that they were engaged as Casual Labourers by thic regular 
staff of the department only to assist them for doing the 
departmental work as and when it was nccessary . From 
the evidence available in this case , it is seen that 
Pctitioners who have been working as casual mazdoors 
temporarily by assisting the regular and permanent staff 
of Respondent/ Telecom Department have discngaged , 
since the work they were attended were completed and 
thcrc was no further work for them to do . So from the 
materials available in this case by way of cxhibits and 


evidence, it is clearly established by the Respondent/ 
Management by production of originalmuster rolls which 
have been referred to in service certificates of the 
Petitioners that the Petitioners have never worked as 
Casual Labourers under those muster rolls for the said 
period and have not becn paid wages by the department. 
From this , it is seen as contended by the Icarncd counsel 
for thc Respondent Management in his argument that the 
particulars given in the service certificates produced by 
the Pctitioners are not true particulars but they are bogus 
certificates If really, the particulars given in the service 
certificates relied upon by the Petitioncrs are true , they 
would have been granted temporary status mazdoors for 
Casual Labourers by the Respondent/Department. From 
the evidence available in these cases , it is abundantly 
proved by the Respondent/Department that these 
Petitioners have not worked continuously from 1979 to 
1995 . Further, it is secn from the evidence available that 
the Petitioners were engaged by the departinent as Casual 
Labourers only for the short period and they were given 
wages on daily rated basis . It is the evidence ofMW 1 
that thc work the Pctitioners were doing as Casual 
Labourers was only scasonal work and it was not a 
continuous one and it is not available all through the year. 
It cannot be denied that the work these Petitioners attended 
as Casual Labourers in the Respondent/Management 
department were only development work like opening 
new telephone cxchanges and strengthening the existing 
exchanges and they were donc as project works and on 
completion of that work , these Petitioners have no work 
in the dcpartment to continue in service . It is the definite 
cvidence ofMW1 that on checking the service particulars 
given by the Pctitioners, the department has found that 
the particulars they furnished are not true and they were 
ſound to be bogus. All these things cannot be denied . It 
has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by the 
RespondentManagenient by relevant documents that the 
namics of the Pctitioners were not availablc in thc original 
muster rolls that has been mentioncd in their service 
ccrtiſicatcs. From this, it is established that the particulars 
given in their service certificates arc falsc. No date of 
issue of those service certificates is available in the service 
certificates. Thc Petitioners who have been examined as 
common witnesses for these Petitioners as WW1 and 
WW2 also have not stated in their evidence , the dates on 
which they were issued those service certiſicates by the 
concerned ollicials in the departincnt. If they were really 
issucd by the officials of the Respondent/ Telccom 
Department as a record lor their service in the department, 
the Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all 
these things in their respective Claim Statcments The 
non -mention of the same in their Claim Statcments and 
the production of these certificates without any base 
during trial of the cases before this Tribunal go to show 
that those Petitioncrs have created them for the purpose 
of these cases as the RespondentManagement contends 
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it . From the available materials, it is seen that the M7 

Xerox copy of MR No . 18 /04693 
Respondent/Management in regular course did not M8 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 3 /06114 
employ Petitioners and they were not given independent M9 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 9/06114 
work , so the question of retrenchment from service does M10 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
not at all arise. So under such circumstances, the question MII 

Xeroxcopy of M . R .No. 6 /06115 
of Respondents not following the provisions of Industrial M12 

Xeroxcopyof M .R .No. 5 /06115 
Disputes Act , 1947 and the issuance of prior notice and M13 

Xerox copy of MR. No. 18 /06115 
compensation under section 25F of Industrial Disputes M14 

Xerox copy of M . R . No . 1/08511 
Act, 1947 will not at all arise . As per the recentdecisions M15 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19/07289 
of the Supreme Court, the Petitioner has to prove M16 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /4427 
conclusively with acceptable, legal evidence that he has M17 

Xerox copy of M .R No . 4 /4431 
worked in the Respondent Telecom Department as a MI 8 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 / 15 948 
Casual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days MI 9 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 /06117 
preceding the date on which they have been disengaged M20 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 21 /06119 
from work . In the absence of such cvidence on the side M21 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
of the Petitioner , it can be concluded that they have no M22 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23/08512 
right to claim even conferment of temporary status of M23 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
casual mazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in service M24 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/08514 
in the Responden Telecom Department. So , under such M25 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15/20861 
circumstances, from the available materials it is scen that M26 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
the action of the Management of Telecom Department in M27 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20862 
not cngaging thesc Petitioners as casual mazdoors , M28 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 20863 
subsequent to completion of work for which they have M29 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03/20867 
engaged is legal and justified . Hencc , this Petitioner is M30 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 02 / 20868 
not entitled to the relief he prayed for in his Claim M31 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 / 20863 
Statement Thus, the point is answered accordingly . M32 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
6 In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 

M33 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 /20869 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the M34 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /04631 
Claim Statement No Cost 

M35 

Xerox copy of M . R . No . 24 / 2 
(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed M36 

Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12 / 4 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 

M37 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 /4 
on this day the 30th April , 2002 .) 

M38 

Xerox copy of M . R . No . 4 /5 
K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer M39 

Xerox copy of M . R . No . 7 / 5 
Common Witnesses Examined :- - 

M40 

Xerox copy of M .R , No. 10 / 5 
For the I Party /Workmen : 

M41 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/5 
W . W .I - Sh K Umapathy (Petitioner in I. D . 156 / 2001) M42 

Xerox copy of M . R , No. 1775 
WW . 2 - Sh . K ,Mohan (Petitioner in S.D . 262/2001) M43 

Xerox copy of M . R , No. 22 / 5 
For the II Party /Management: - 

M44 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /59 
MWI - Sh . P . Chandrasckar (DE (Legal & Commercial) ] M45 

Xerox copy of M .R . No . 04978 
Examined in I D .No. 11/2001 and has taken as M46 

Xerox copy of MR. No . 8 /06216 
Common cvidence in this case. 

M47 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 07188 
Common Documents Marked : - . 

M48 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4427 
For the I Pary /Workmen : 

M49 

Xerox copy of M .R , No . 15 /06117 
W i Scries (7 ) - Original service certificates issued in M50 

Xeroxcopy of M . R .No. 9 / 06114 
favour of Petitioners. 

M51 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18/06114 
W2 – Original Service Note Book . 

M52 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6706115 
W 3 Series (7 ) -- Xerox copy of the service certificates M53 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 / 06115 
issued in favour of Petitioners . 

M54 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
For the Il Pary Management : 

M55 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 2 /08511 
MI – Xerox copy of the service certificate M56 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 22/08511 
issued in favour of Petitioners 

M57 

Xerox copy of M . R No. 13/08512 
M2 Xerox copy of M . R . No.05850 

M58 

Xerox copy of M .R , No. 23/08512 
M3 Xerox copy of M . R . No.05851 

M59 

Xerox copy of M . R . No . 10 /08513 
M4 Xerox copy of M . R No. 07188 

M60 

Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15 / 20861 
Xerox copy of M . R . No 07193 

M61 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
M6 Xerox copy of MR. No . 19704693 M62 

Xerox copy of MR. No . 12/ 20862 
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M63 
M64 
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M66 
M67 
M68 
M69 
M70 
M71 
M72 
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M74 
M75 


Xerox copy of MR. No. 11/20863 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19/20863 
Xerox copy of MR No. 11/ 20864 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 09 /20866 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03/ 20867 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 /20867 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 02 /20868 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 / 20869 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 06 /21253 
Xerox copy of MR. No 13/ 27 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /29 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /29 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 20 /29 


othes fort, 21 Hé, 2002 
1. 11. 1988 . — 1aften forat 3fuf , 1947 ( 1947 
0 14 ) TURI 17 377 /44T , T R ETER for 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औधोगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण 

# TaE (HGH HIGH 231/2001 ) anfratt , 
en 21 - 5 - 2002 74157 6311 2071 

[ H , 779 - 40012 /144 /99 - 3715 , 3194 ( 1. 7 .) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 

S . O . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No 231/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the cmployers in relation 
to themanagement of Telecom Deptt. and their workman , 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-5 -2002 

[No L -40012/144/99 -IR (DU )] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 
Tuesday , the 30th April, 2002 
Present; K . KARTHIKEYAN . Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 231/2001 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal ID No. 243/99 ) 

( In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause ( d ) of sub -section (1) and sub -section 2 (A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 
1947 ), between the Workman Sri M . Sckar and the man 
agement of the GeneralManager, Telecommunications.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri M . Sekar 

I Party /Workman 
AND 


The GeneralManager, II Party Management 
Telecommunications , 
Kancheepuram Dist , Chennai. 
Appearance: 
For the Workman : Unrepresented , 
For the Management i Sri R . Kanniappan 

Addl. C .G .S. C . 
The Govt. of India, Ministry of Labour in cxercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and 
sub -section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012 / 144 /99/ 
IR (DU ) dated 13 -09 - 1999 . 

This reſercnce has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was 
laken on ſile as I. D . No. 243/99 When the matter was 
pending enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India, 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
casc from that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . 
On receipt of records from that Tribunal, the case has been 
taken on file as I. D . No. 231 /2001 and notices were sent 
to the I Parly /Workman and the counsel for the 
II Party Management informing them about the transfer 
of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appcar 
before this Tribunal on 8 -02 - 2001. On receipt of notice 
from this Tribunal, the counsel for the II Party present and 
the counsel who proposcs to appear for the I Party 
undertook to file vakalat and claim statementfor the I Party 
but he has not filed his vakalat and the claim statementfor 
the I Party /Workman and the I Party remained 
unrepresented 

When the matter came up before me for final hearing 
on 01- 04 - 2002 , upon perusing the copy of the claim 
pctition filed by the I Party earlier before the Regional 
Commissioner ofLabour, Central, Chennai filed by the II 
Party/Management along with their Counter Statement, 
the other material papers on record , the oral and 
documentary evidence let in as common evidence for this 
case and the connected similar cases and after hearing the 
arguments advanced by the learned counsel for the II Party/ 
Management alonc , this matter having stood over till this 
date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following — 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows. — 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, Chengalpattu in tcrminating the 
services of Shri M . Sckar as Casual Mazdoor is legal 
and justificd ? If not, to what relief he is entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman in his earlier claim petition filed 
before the Regional Labour Commissioner, Central, 
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Chennai, filed by the II Party /Management are briefly as 
follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sri M . Sckar (herein 
after refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual labour 
in the II Party /Management Telecom Department 
(hereinafter refers to as Respondent) on 14 - 12 - 1984 for 
digging , drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as directed by his supcriors. He was paid nominal 
wages of Rs. 6 .50 as daily rated wages. Though the 
Petitioner has been continuously working with the 
Respondent, and has put in 1788 number of days of 
service, he had not been regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb thc casualmazdoors 
working in the department for a long period formulated a 
Scheme known as casual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary 
Status and Regularisation) Scheme. The Respondent 
Telecom Department failed to confer temporary status on 
the Petitioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal and 
arbitrary . Thc I party /Workman has been denicd 
employment w .e.f. 25 -05 - 1995 and, when his services were 
terminated he was getting Rs. 1800 /- per month . When he 
approached the concerned authority for conferment of 
temporary status, he was informed that he will be taken 
back to duty. The Petitioner was waiting for orders from 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding his re 
engagement. However, he has not received any orders nor 
he was taken back to duty so far. His service was utilised 
for the regular work that is perennial in nature. Therefore , 
when the work and the necessity to cngage the Peutioner 
continuous, there is no reason or justification for denying 
the employment to the Petitioner. No reason was given by 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department for terminating the 
services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed to 
follow the principles of natural justice. No enquiry was 
conducted and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity 
before his services were discontinued . The pctitioner has 
put in more than a decade continuous service and the 
termination of his service is in violation of the provisions 
of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
Further, the Petitioner was not given any notice or 
compensation in terms of the said provision of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. Hence , the action of the Respondent/ 
Department in terminating the services of the Petitioner 
without notice or compensation is ab initio void and the 
Pctitioner is deemed to be in continuous in service and 
therefore , is entitled to be reinstated with all other service 
benefits including arrears of back wages. The Respondent 
ought to have conferred temporary status as per the 
temporary status schemcand further absorbed him against 
regular Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom 
Department s action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary . 
Hence, this industrial dispute has been raised against the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for a declaration that the 
order of termination dated 25 -05 - 95 is illegal and arbitrary 
and conscquently for a direction to the Respondent/ 
Management to reinstate the Petitioner in service w . e. f. 


25 -05 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits . 

3 The II party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter 
Statement denying the allegations of the Petitioner in 
the Claim Statement about his appointment as Casual 
Labour on 14 - 12 - 1984 and his contention about 
continuousworking with the RespondentDeparımcnt for 
a period of 1788 number of days of service and the alleged 
termination of the Petitioner from scrvice on 25 -05 - 1995 . 
It is further alleged that the Petitioner was engaged purely 
on casual basis for the unskilled work i.e. to carry out 
digging , drawing out wires, laying posts and for other 
casual works on daily rated wages basis during 1995 for 
a period of less than 240 days. The department used to 
engaged thc Petitioner as and when there was work . Since 
there was no work , he was not further engaged . Hence , 
the question of appointment, termination and continuous 
service does not arise. The work done by the petitioner 
was purely casual in nature and not perennial. The 
Respondent has never informed the petitioner that the 
respondent/telecom department to take thc petitioner back 
in scrvice . In 1989 , a Scheme called Grant of Temporary 
Status to Casual Labourers was introduced for the Casual 
Labourers who actually worked The essential conditions 
of the scheme arc : 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 31-3 - 1985; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date 

of the implementation of Scheme i c 01 - 10 


89; 


3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any onc of the preceding years prior 

to 01 - 10 - 1989; and 
4 . There should not be a brcak for a period of 

more than one year. 
The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and thc petitioncr 
also furnished the service particulars. Since thc pctitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
to be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service 
certificates with a view to get the bencſits like 
regularisation etc . from the department. So , the 
department did not consider the claim of the Petitioner, 
The alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled 
and perennial in nature . As on date , the department is not 
engaging Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any 
purpose and also not doing such type of work as done by 
the Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, 
there is no scope for the Petitioner for his rc -employment 
in thc Respondent/ Telecom Department. The Petitioner 
was engaged on casualbasis as and when required by the 
department, hence , he is not cligible for reinstatcment as 
per the law and as well as Temporary status Maazdoor 
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Scheme. Hence, it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal may 
be pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
learned counsel on cither side represented that this casc 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Pctitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly 
and the cvidence given in I. D .No. 156 / 2001 on either 
side can be treated as common evidence for all these cases . 
On the side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy, 
Petitioner in ID No. 156 / 2001, and Sri K , Mohan , 
Petitioner in I. D .No. 262 /2001 have been examined as 
WW1and WW2 respectively. As per the memo filed by 
the learned counsel for thc Respondent/Management, the 
evidence given by one Divisional Engineer , Mr. P . 
Chandrasekar , who has been examined as a common 
witness MW1 in I. D .No. 11/2001, has been treated as a 
common evidence for this case and other similar 
connccted cases. On the side of the Petitioner , the xerox 
copy of the service certificates have been marked as 
common Workmen exhibits. On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate 
of wwi filed before the conciliating authority earlier 
and the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which 
arc mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex .WI 
to W3 have been marked as Ex .MI, M2 to M75 . The 
learned counsel for the II Party Management has advanced 
his arguments . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is 
“ Whether the action of the GeneralManager, Tele 
communications, Chengalpattu in terminating the 
services of Shri M . Sekar as CasualMazdoor, is le 
gal and justified ? If not, to what relicſ, he is cn 

titled ?" 
Point : 

When thematter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the learned counsel on either side , a joint 
trial of these 60 caseswhich are similar in nature has been 
conducted Two out of these Petitioners have been 
cxamined as WWI and WW2. W1 series, W2 and W3 
scries , the service certificates of WW1 and WW2 
respectively have becn marked . On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate of 
WW 1 filed before the conciliating authority carlier and 
the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex .Wl to W3 
have been marked as Ex .MI,M2 to M75 Apart from these 
documents the other Petitioners also filed in Court 
individually in their respective cases as the service 
certificates issued to them mentioning their service 
particulars , which are remained unmarked documents. The 
common claim made by all these Petitioners in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department is that the termination of the 
Petitioners from service by the RespondentManagenient 
is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 


RespondentManagement from the date of their respective 
termination from service as mentioned in their respective 
Claim Statements. They have raised thcsc claims based 
on the service records. They were filed into Court in their 
respective cases. WW1 and WW2 have spoken about their 
respective service certificates they have filed into Court 
in their respective cases. In the cross examination of both 
thc Pctitioners WW1and WW2, they have admitted that 
they have given their service particulars to the Respondent/ 
Department as per the direction of the department for 
consideration to confer temporary statusmazdoors only . 
It is their further contention in the evidence that at the 
inception when they met the Telecom people, who were 
doing the work of the department near their house , 
requested those permanent employees of the Respondent 
Telecom Department like lineman to give them work and 
as per their direction they went to see the Assistant 
Engineer , and requested him to provide work in the 
Respondent/ Department. WW1 and WW2 who have 
deposcd as common witnesses for these Petitioners have 
stated in the cross examination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and 
they have not mentioned so in their earlier Claim 
Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
further say that they do not know the name of the Assistant 
Engineer, whom they met and asked for work . It is their 
further evidence, that they used to get the wages by signing 
the muster rolls and the numbersofmuster rolls mentioned 
in their respective service certificates are true and correct 
and their respective names are available in those original 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective service 
certificates . Thcy further say in the cross examination that 
they mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that 
they were given service certificates by the Assistant 
Engineer for the days they worked in the Respondent/ 
Department. They have also denied the suggestion in the 
cross examination , that the service certificates produced 
by these Petitioners in their respective cascs are all false 
certificates and they were created by them . They have also 
denicd the suggestion that they have not worked in the 
Respondent Telecom Department for the period they havc 
mentioned by days in their respective Claim Statements. 
On the side of the RespondentManagement, the evidence 
given by Divisional Enginçer, one Mr. P . Chandrasekar 
as MW1 carlier has been treated as common evidence for 
this casc and similar connected other cases as per the memo 
filed by the learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management. According to the Petitioner, he was engaged 
by the Respondent/Management , Department of 
Telecommunication as casual mazdoor in the year 1984 
and worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated in 
his Claim Statement. It is his further allegation in the 
Claim Statement that all of a sudden he was terminated 
and the action of the Respondent/Management , 
Telecommunication Department in terminating him from 
service in not following the provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 iş ab initio void and illcgal. Since the 
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said action of the Respondent Management is illegal, he must be 
reinstated in service by the RespondentManagement from the 
date of the alleged termination of service in the year 1995. But it 
is the contention of the RespondentManagement and also the 
evidence of MW1 that service certificates filed by the Petitioners 
are all false and created by themselves and they have not 
mentioned anything with regard to availability of service 
certificates in their Claim Statements . The learned counsel for 
the RespondentManagement would further contend that in the 
Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been mentioned 
as to who appoint them and where they have worked and who in 
the Respondent Department has terminated them from service. 
There is no appointment order as well as the termination order 
passed by the Respondent Management for these Petitioners to 
claim that they were appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department and they were terminated against the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. According to the Management of 
Telecom Department, these people were engaged in the year 1995 
and some persons were engaged at the end of 1994 for 
assisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department for laying the cables , and erecting poles and other 
connected casual works. It is the specific stand of the 
Respondent/Management that all these Petitioners have not 
worked for 240 days and in the Counter Statement filed by the 
RespondentManagement in their respective cases, the days for 
which the concerned Petitioner had worked in the Respondent 
Department has been clearly given . It is their further contention 
that service certificates relied upon by these Petitioners as issued 
by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Department were 
not issued by the department and they were created by the 
Petitioners themselves and the particulars of the alleged service 
in the Telecom Department mentioned in the service certificates 
said to have been issued by the officials of the Respondent/ 
Department from 1984 to 1995 are all bogus. By sufficient 
documentary evidence , cvidence through Ex .M2 to M75 original 
muster rolls in the cross cxamination of WWI and WW2 and 
through the common cvidence of MWI it has been established 
that the particulars given in the service certificates by the 
Petitioners are bogus WWI and WW2 have clearly admitted in 
their cross examination when their attention have been drawn to 
the entries in . the originalmuster rolls mentioned in their service 
certificates that their names have not been available in the original 
muster rolls, maintained by the Telecom Department. The xerox 
copy of those muster rolls have been exhibited on the side of the 
RespondentManagement as Management Exhibits M2 to M75. 
In the cross examination of the common witness for the 
Management MWI, no suggestion is put to him about the work 
of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department. No 
suggestion was put in the cross examination ofMW1 that the 
particulars furnished in the service certificates produced by the 
Petitioners are not bogus but they are genuine On the side of the 
Petitioners , no one has bcen examined as a witness to prove the 
service certificates they are relying upon . The officials in the 
Telecom Department, who said to have issued those certificates 
have not been examined by the Petitioners to prove their 
respective service certificates . From these common evidences 
available , it is seen that thesc Petitioners have worked for few 
days by assisting the regular staff of the Respondent Telecom 
Department in carrying out the departmental work as Casual 
Labourers From the available evidence , it is seen that these 
Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular 
departmental workmen for the seasonal work of the department 
they were attending and they were disengaged on completion of 
the particular work . From this it is scen that the contention of the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement that the work will be available 


always and it is perennial type of work are all false. The 
Petitioners who have been examined as common witnesses for 
workmen as WW1 and WW2 have admitted that they were 
engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the 
department only to assist them for doing the departmental work 
as and when it was necessary . From the evidence available in 
this case , it is seen that Petitioners who have been working as 
casual mazdoors temporarily by assisting the regular and 
- permanent staff of Respondent/ Telecom Department have 
disengaged , since the work they were attended were completed 
and there was no further work for them to do . So from the 
materials available in this case by way of exhibits and evidence, 
it is clearly established by the Respondent/Management by 
production of original muster rolls which have been referred to 
in service certificates of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have 
never worked as Casual Labourers under those muster rolls for 
the said period and have not been paid wages by the department. 
From this , it is seen as contended by the learned counsel for the 
Respondent/Management in his argument that the particulars 
given in the service certificates produced by the Petitioners are 
not true particulars but they are bogus certificates. If really , the 
particulars given in the service certificates relied upon by the 
Petitioners are true , they would have been granted temporary 
status mazdoors for Casual Labourers by the Respondent/ 
Department. From the evidence available in these cases , it is 
abundantly proved by the Respondent/Department that these 
Petitioners have not worked continuously from 1985 to 1995. 
Further , it is seen from the evidence available that the Petitioners 
were engaged by the department as Casual Labourers only for 
the short period and they were given wages on daily rated basis. 
It is the evidence of MW i that the work the Petitioners were 
doing as Casual Labourers was only seasonal work and it was 
not a continuous one and it is not available all through the year . 
It cannot be denied that the work these Petitioners attended as 
Casual Labourers in the ? - - - - - nopepot department 
were only development i , . . .v telephone 
exchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges and they 
were donc as project works and on completion of that work , 
these Petitioners have no work in the department to continue in 
service . It is the definite evidence of MWI that on checking the 
service particulars given by the Petitioners, the department has 
found that the particulars they furnished are not true and they 
were found to be bogus. All these things cannot be denied . It 
has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by the Respondent 
Management by relevant documents that the names of the 
Petitioners were not available in the original muster rolls that 
has been mentioned in their service certificates. From this, it is 
established that the particulars given in their service certificates 
are false . No date of issuc of thosc service certificates is available 
in the service certificates . The Petitioners who have been 
examined as common witnesses for these Petitioners as WWI 
and WW2 also have not stated in their evidence , the dates on 
which they were issued those service certificates by the concerned 
officials in the department. If they were really issued by the 
officials of the Respondent Telecom Department as a record for 
their service in the department, the Petitioner would not have 
been failed to mention all these things in their respective Claim 
Statements . The non -mention of the same in their Claim 
Statements and the production of these certificates without any 
base during trial of the cases before this Tribunal go to show that 
these Petitioners for the purpose of these cascs have created them 
as it is contended by the Respondent/Management. From the 
availablc matcrials , it is scen that thc RespondentManagement 
in regular course did not cmploy Petitioners and they were not 
given independent work , so the question of retrenchment from 
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service does not at all arise . So under such circumstances, the 
qucstion of Respondents not following the provisions of 
Industrial Disputęs Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior notice 
and compensation under soction 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 will not at all arise . As per the recent decisions of the 
Supreme Court , the Potitioner has to prove conclusively with 
acccptable , legal evidence that he has worked in the Respondent 
Telecom Department as a Casual Labour for a continuous period 
of 240 days preceding the date on which they have been 
discngaged from work . In the absence of such evidence on the 
side of the Petitioner , it can be concluded that they have no right 
to claim even conferrent of temporary status of casualmazdoors 
and also to claim reinstatement in service in the Respondent 
Telecom Department. So , under such circumstances, from the 
available materials it is seen that the action of the Management 
of Telecom Department in not engaging these Petitioners as casual 
mazdoors, subsequent to completion of work for which they have 
engaged is legal and justified . Hence, this Pctitioner is not entitled 
to the relief he prayed for in his Claim Statement. Thus, the point 
is answered accordingly 

6 In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed by 
him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 30th April, 2002 ) 

K KARTIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party Workmen : 
W .Wi - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 
W .W .2 - Sh K Mohan (Petitioner in ID 262 /2001) 
For the II Party/Management: -- 
MW . 1 - Sh . P Chandrasckar (DE (Legal & Commercial)] 

Examined in ID No. 11 /2001 and has taken as Com 
mon cvidence in this case 
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Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /07289 
Xerox copy of M .R . No 7/ 4427 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /4431 
Xerox copy of MR . No. 13/ 15 948 
Xerox copy of MR. No . 15 / 06117 
Xerox copy of M . R No. 21/06119 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 / 08512 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /08512 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
Xerox copy of M .R . No, 11 /08514 
Xerox copy of MR . No. 15 / 20861 
Xerox copy of MR No 18 / 20861 
Xerox copy of M .R . No, 12 / 20862 
Xerox copy of MR. No. 11/20863 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03/ 20867 
Xerox copy of MR . No. 02/ 20868 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13 / 20863 
Xerox copy of MR. No . 12/ 20869 
Xerox copy of MR No . 23 /20869 
Xerox copy of M .R . No 20 / 04631 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 24 /2 
Xerox copy of MR. No. 12 /4 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /4 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /5 
Xerox copy of MR. No. 7 / 5 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /5 
Xerox copy of MR No. 11/ 5 
Xerox copy of M .R No. 1715 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 22 / 5 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 / 59 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 04978 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 8 /06216 
Xerox copy of M . R . No 07188 
Xerox copy of MR. No . 7 /4427 
Xerox copy of M .R No. 15 /06117 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 9 /06114 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 6 / 06115 
Xerox copy of M .R . No 18/ 06115 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
Xerox copy of MR. No . 2 /08511 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 22 /08511 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/08512 
Xerox copy of M .R . No 23/08512 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /08513 
Xerox copy of M .R . No 15 /20861 
Xerox copy of M .R . No 18 / 20861 
Xerox copy of MR No. 12 /20862 
Xerox copy of M . R . No . 11/ 20863 
Xerox copy of M .R . No 19 /20863 
Xerox copy of M . R . No . 11/ 20864 
Xerox copy of M . R No. 09/20866 
Xerox copy of MR . No. 03/20867 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /20867 
Xerox copy of M . R No 02/ 20868 
Xerox copy of MR. No. 12/20869 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 06 /21253 
Xerox copy of M . R No 13/ 27 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /29 
Xerox copy of MR No. 4 /29 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /29 
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Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party Workmen : 
W 1 Series (7 ) - Original service certificates issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
W 2 

– Original Scrvice Note Book. 
W 3 Series (7) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 18 

sucd in favour of Petitioners . 
For the II Party Management: 
MI 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued in favour of Pctitioners . 
M2 

Xerox copy of MR No . 05850 
M3 

Xerox copy of MR. No . 05851 
M4 

Xerox copy of M .R . No . 07188 
M5 

Xerox copy of MR . No. 07193 
M6 

Xerox copy of MR . No. 19 /04693 
M7 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /04693 
M8 

Xerox copy of M .R . No 3 / 06114 
M9 

Xerox copy of M .R No. 9 /06114 
M10 

Xerox copy of MR. No. 18/06114 
MII 

Xerox copy of M .R . No 6 / 06115 
M12 

Xerox copy of M . R . No . 5706115 
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1. I. 1989 . 3 Elfira fet 34f4f144 , 1947 ( 1947 
47 14 ) # 777 17 3774247 ,274 CAREER 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औधोगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण 
7 YIE ( HGH TV 726 / 2001 ) on hea , 
att for at 21 - 5 - 2002 MG ZTT || | 

[ F1. -40012/ 179/99 - 3715. 371. ( 1971.77 .) ) 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, ईस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, 1hc 21st May, 2002 
$ . 0 . 1989 . In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputc Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award ( Ref No. 726 / 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in thc Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Dcpit , and iheir workman , 
which was rcccived by the Central Government on 
21 -5 -2002 

No. 1, - 40012 / 179 /99 - IR (DU )] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday , the 30th April , 2002 
PRESENT , K . Karthikcyan , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO 726 / 2001 
( Tamil Nadu Principal Labour Court CGID No. 376 / 99 ) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication 
under clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub -section 2 ( A ) 
or Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
( 14 of 1947 ), between Sri J. Perumal and thc Management 
of Telecommunications , Kancheepuram Dist ., Chennai ) 

BETWEEN 
Sri Perumal - I Party /Workman 

AND 
Thc GeneralManager , : Il Party /Management 
Telecommunications , 
Kancheepuram Dist., Chennai, 
Appearance : 
For the Workman . M /s. M Gnanasekaran , 

C . Premavathy , Advocates 
For the Management · Sri K Sambasivam , Addl. 

CGSC 
The Govt of India ,Ministry of Labour in cxcrcisc 
of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and 
sub -section 2 ( A ) of Sccuon 10 of Industrial Dispute Aci, 
1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerncd Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vidc Order No L - 10012 / 179/99 / 
IR (DU ) dated 29 -09 - 1999 . 

This reference has been made carlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Principal Labour Court, where itwas taken on filc 
as C .GID No. 376 /99 When the matter was pending 


enquiry in that Principal Labour Court, the Govt of India , 
Ministry of Labour was pleascd to order transfer of this 
casc from that Principal Labour Court to this Tribunal for 
adjudicațion . On receipt of records from that Principal 
Labour Court, the case has been taken on filc as I. D . No. 
726 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel on record 
on cither side, informing them about the transfer of this 
casc to this Tribunal, with a direction to appcar beforc 
this Tribunal on 18 - 10 -2001. On reccipi of notice from 
this Tribunal, the counsels on either side present along 
with their respective partics and prosecuted the case 
further . 

When the matter came up beforç me for final 
hcaring on 01 -04 - 2002 , upon perusing the Claim 
Slatement, Counter Statement, the other material papers 
on record , the oral and documentary evidence let in on 
cither side as common evidence for this case and the 
connected similar cases and after hearing the arguments 
advanced by the learned counsel for the II Party / 
Management alonc, this matter having stood over till this 
datc for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following - 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

“ Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, Chennai, in terminating the 
services of thcir workman Shri J Perumal is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as plcaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows : 

The 1 Party /Workman Sri J. Perumal (hereinafter 
refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour in 
the II Party /Management Telecom Department 
(hereinafter refers to as Respondent) on 13 -02 - 1985 for 
digging , drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as directed by his superiors . He was paid nominal 
wages of Rs 6 . 50 as daily rated wages. Though the 
Petitioner has been continuously working with the 
Respondent, and has put in 2375 number of days of 
service, he had not been regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casual 
mazdoors working in the department for a long period 
formulated a Scheme known as casual mazdoors (Grant 
of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The 
Respondent/ Telecom Department ſailed to confer 
temporary status on thc Petitioner under the said Schcmc, 
which is illegal and arbitrary The I Parly /Workman has 
been denied cmployment w .cf, 15-06 - 1995 and , when 
his services were terminated he was getting Rs.60 as 
daily wages. When he approached the concerned authority 
for confermcnt of temporary status, he was informed that 
he will be taken back to duty . The Petitioner was 
waiting for orders from the Respondent/Telecom 
Department regarding his re -engagement. However , he 
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has not received any orders nor he was taken back to 
duty so far. His service was utilised for the regular 
work that is perennial in nature. Therefore, when the 
work and the necessity to engage the Petitioner 
continuous, there is no reason or justification for denying 
the employment to the Petitioner No reason was given 
by the Respondent/ Telecom Department for terminating 
the services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed 
to follow the principles of natural justice. No enquiry 
was conducted and the Petitioner was not given any 
opportunity before his services were discontinued . The 
Petitioner has put in more than a decade continuous 
service and the termination of his service is in violation 
of the provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 . Further, the Petitioner was not given any 
notice or compensation in terms of the said provision of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Hence , the action of the 
Respondent Department in terminating the scrvices of 
Petitioner without notice or compensation is ab initio 
void and the Petitioner is deemed to be in continuous in 
service and thereforc , is entitled to be reinstated with all 
other service benefits including arrears of back wages. 
The Respondent ought to have conferred temporary status 
as per thc temporary status scheme and further absorbed 
him against regular Group D post The Respondent 
Telecom Department s action in not doing so is illegal 
and arbitrary . Hence , this industrial dispulc has been 
raised against thc Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
a declaration that thc order of termination dated 15 -6 -95 
is illegal and arbitrary and consequently for a direction 
to the Respondent/Management to reinstate the Petitioner 
in service w . e. f. 15 -06 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back 
wages and all other attendant benefits. 

3. The II Party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations of 
the Petitioner in the Claim Statement about his 
appointment as Casual Labour on 13-02 -1985 and his 
contention about continuous working with the 
Respondent Dcpartient for a period of 2375 number of 
days of service and the alleged termination of the 
Petitioner from service on 15 -06 - 1995 . The department 
used to engage the Petitioner as and when there waswork , 
In 1989, a Scheme called Grant of Temporary Status to 
Casual Labourers was introduced for the 
Casual Labourers was introduced for the Casual 
Labourers who actually worked . The essential conditions 
of the schemc are : - 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 31 -3 - 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently cmployed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.e . 01- 10 - 1989 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior 

to 01- 10 -1989 , and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period ofmore 

than one year 


The pctitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars Şinçc thc petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions ho 
could not be granted TSM status Thc servicc particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
to bc bogus. The petitioner had produced falsc scrvice 
certificaics with a view to get the benefits like 
regularisation ctc . from the department. So , the 
department did not consider the claim of the Petitioner. 
The alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled 
and perennial in naturo . As on date , the department is not 
engaging Casual Labour likc the Petitioner for any 
purpose and also not doing such type of work as done by 
the Petitioner Since there is no work and there is no post , 
there is no scope for the Petitioner for his re -employment 
in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. The Pctitioner 
was engaged on casual basis as and when required by the 
department, hence, he is not eligible for reinstatcment as 
per the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
Scheme. Hence, it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal 
may be pleased to dismiss the claim petition 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
Icarned counsel on cither side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like thc Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tricd together jointly 
and the evidence given in I. D .No. 156 /2001 on cither 
side can be trcated as common cvidence for all these 
cascs . On the side of the Petitioner /Workman 
Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner in LD .No 156 /2001, and 
Sri K . Mohan , Petitioner in I. D .No. 262/2001 have been 
cxamined as WW1 and WW2 respectively . As per the 
memo filed by the learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management, the evidence given by onc Divisional 
Engincer, Mr. P . Chandrasekar, who has been examined 
as a common witness MWI in I. D .No. 11/ 2001, has been 
treated as a common evidence for this case and other 
similar connected cascs On the side of the Petitioner, the 
xerox copy of the service certificates have been marked 
as common Workmen cxhibits On thc side of the 
Management thc Xerox copy of the services certificate of 
wwi filed before the conciliațing authority earlıçr and 
the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in thosc Service ceruficates under Ex . Wl to W3 
have been marked as Ex. MI, M2 10 M75 . The learned 
counsel for the Il Party Management has advanced his 
arguments . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is 
" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommunication Chenai in terminating the 
scrvices of their workman Shri J. perumal is lagal 
and justificd ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 
Point : - - 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the Icarncd counsel on cither side , a joint 
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trial of these 60) cases which are similar in nature has been 
conducted Two out of these Petitioners have been 
examined as WW1 and WW2. Wlseries, W2 and W3 
series, the service certificates of WW1 and WW2 
respectively have been marked On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services ccrtificate of 
wwi filed before the conciliating authority earlier and 
the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in thosc scrvice certificates under Ex.Wl to W3 
have been marked as Ex.MI,M2 to M75 . Apart from these 
documents the other Petitioners also filed in Court 
individually in their respective cases as the service 
certificates issued to them mentioning their service 
particulars, which are remained unmarked documents. The 
common claim made by all these Petitioners in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department is that the termination of the 
Petitioners from service by the RespondentManagement 
is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 
Respondent/Management from the date of their respective 
termination from service as mentioned in their respective 
Claim Statements. They have raiscd these claims based 
on the service records. They were filed into Court in their 
respective cases. WW1 and WW2 have spoken about their 
respective service certificates they have filed into Court 
in their respective cases. In the cross examination of both 
the Petitioners WW1and WW2, they have admitted that 
they have given their service particulars to the Respondent 
Department as per the direction of the department for 
consideration to confer termporary statusmazdoors only . 
It is their further contention in the 
evidence that at the inception when they met the Telecom 
people , who were doing the work of the department ncar 
their house, requested those permanent employees of the 
Respondent/Telecom Department like lineman to give 
them work and as per their direction they went to scc thc 
Assistant Engineer, and requested him to provide work in 
the Respondent Department. WWI and WW2 who have 
deposed as common wiincsscs for thesc Petitioners have 
stated in the cross examination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and 
they have not mentioned so in their carlicr Claim 
Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
further say that they do not know the name of the 
Assistant Engineer, whom they met and asked for work . 
It is their further evidence, that thcy used to get the wages 
by signing themuster rolls and thenumbers of muster rolls 
mentioned in their respective service certificates are true 
and correct and their respective names are available in those 
original muster rolls mentioned in their respective service 
certificates . They further say in the cross examination that 
they mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that 
they were given service certificates by the Assistant 
Engineer for the days thcy worked in the 
Respondent/Department. They have also denied the 


suggestion in the cross cxamination , that the service 
certificates produced by these Petitioners in their respective 
cases are all false certificates and they were created by 
them . They have also denied the suggestion that thcy have 
not worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
the period they have mentioned by days in their respective 
Claim Statements . On the side of the Respondent 
Management , the evidence given by Divisional Engineer, 
one Mr. P . Chandrasekar asMW1 earlicr has been treated 
as common evidence for this case and similar connected 
other cases as per the memo filed by the learned counsel 
for the Respondent/Management. According to the 
Petitioner, he was engaged by the Respondent / 
Management Department of Telecommunication as casual 
mazdoor in the year 1985 and worked continuously till 
1995 ashe has stated in his Claim Statement. It is his further 
allegation in the Claim Statement that all of a sudden he 
was terminated and the action of the Respondent/ 
Management, Telecommunication Department in 
terminating him from service in not following the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio 
void and illegal. Since the said action of the Respondent/ 
Management is illegal, hemust be reinstated in service by 
the Respondent Management from the date of the alleged 
termination of service in the year 1995. But it is the 
contention of thc Respondent/Management and also the 
evidence of MW1 that service certificates filed by the 
Petitioners are all false and created by themselves and they 
have not mentioned anything with regard to availability 
of service certiſicates in their Claim Statements. The 
learned counsel for the Respondent/Management would 
further contend that in the Claim Statement of the 
Petitioners nothing has been mentioned as to who appoint 
them and where they have worked and who in the 
Respondent Department has terminated them from service. 
There is no appointment order as well as the termination 
order passed by the RespondentManagement for this 
Petitioner to claim that he was appointed by the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department and he was terminated 
against the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
According to the Management of Telecom Department, 
these people were engaged in the year 1995 and some 
persons werc engaged at the end of 1994 for assisting the 
regular staff of the Respondent/ Tclecom Department for 
laying the cables, and erecting poles and other connected 
casual works. It is the specific stand of the Respondent 
Management that all these Petitioners have not worked 
for 240 days and in the Counter Statement filed by the 
RespondentManagement in their respective cases, the days 
for which the concerned Petitioner had worked in the 
Respondent/Department has been clearly given . It is their 
further contention that service certificates relied upon by 
these Petitioners as issued by the officials of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department were not issued by the 
department and they were created by the Petitioners 
themselves and the particulars of the alleged service in 
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the Telecom Department mentioned in the service 
certificates said to have been issued by the officials of the 
Respondent Department fron 1985 to 1995 are all bogus. 
By sufficient documentary evidence, evidence through 
Ex.M2 to M75 original muster rolls in the cross 
examination of WWIand WW2and through the common 
evidence of MWI it has been established that the 
particulars given in the service certificates by the 
Petitioners are bogus. WW1 and WW2 have clearly 
admitted in their cross examination when their attention 
have been drawn to the entries in the originalmuster rolls 
mentioned in their service certificates that their namcs have 
not been available in the originalmuster rolls ,maintained 
by the Telecom Department The xerox copy of those 
muster rolls have been exhibited on the side of the 
Respondent Management as ManagementExhibits M2 to 
M75 , In the cross examination of the common witness for 
theManagementMW1, no suggestion is put to him about 
the work of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom 
Department No suggestion was put in the cross 
examination of MW1that the particulars furnished in the 
service certificates produced by thc Petitioners are not 
bogus but they are genuine On the side of the Petitioners, 
no one has been examined as a witness to prove the servicc 
certificates they are relying upon . The officials in the 
Tclccom Department, who said to have issued those 
certificates have not been examined by the Pctitioners to 
prove their respective service certiſicatcs. From these 
common cvidencc available, it is seen that those Petitioners 
have worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying out the 
departmental work as Casual Labourers . From the available 
cvidence, it is seen that thcsc Petitioners were engaged as 
Casual Labourers by the regular departmental workmen 
for the scasonalwork of thedepartment thcy wcrc attending 
and they were discngaged on completion of the particular 
work . From this it is seen that the contention of the 
Petitioner in the Clain Statement that the work will be 
available always and 11 is perennial type of work are all 
false . The Petitioners who have been examincd as common 
witnesses for workinen as WWI and WW2 have admitted 
that they were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular 
staff of the department only to assist them for doing the 
departmental work as and when it was necessary . From 
thc evidence available in this case, it is seen that Petitioners 
who have been working as casualmazdoors temporarily 
by assisting the regular and permanent staff of Respondent 
Telecom Department have discngaged , since the work they 
were attended were completed and there was no further 
work for them to do . So from the materials available in 
this case by way of cxhibits and cvidence, it is clearly 
established by the RespondentManagement by production 
of original muster rolls which have been 
referred to in scrvice certificates of the Petitioners that the 
Petitioners have never worked as Casual Labourers under 
those muster rolls for the said period and have not been 


paid wages by the department. From this , it is seen as 
contended by the learned counsel for thç Respondenu/ 
Management in his argument that the particulars given in 
the service certiſicates produced by thc Petitioners are not 
true particulars but they are bogus certificates. If really, 
the particulars given in the service certificates relied upon 
by the Petitioners are true , the Respondent/Department 
would have granted them temporary status mazdoors for 
Casual Labourers by the Respondent/Department. From 
the evidence available in these cases , it is abundantly 
proved by the Respondent /Department that these 
Petitionçrs have not worked continuously from 1985 to 
1995 . Further, it is seen from the evidence available that 
thc Petitioners was engaged by the department as Casual 
Labourer only for a short period as and when required and 
he was given wages on daily rated basis . It is the evidence 
ofMW 1 that the work th¢ Petitionerswere doing as Casual 
Labourers was only seasonal work and it was not a 
continuous one and it is not available all through thc ycar. 
It cannot be denied that the work these Petitioners attended 
as Casual Labourers in the RespondentManagement 
department were only development work like opening new 
telephone exchanges and strengthening the existing 
exchanges and they were donc as project works and on 
complction of that work , thcsc Petitioners have no work 
in the department to continue in service . It is the deſinite 
cvidence ofMWIthat on checking the service particulars 
given by the Pctitioners, the department has found that 
the particulars thcy ſurnished are not true and they were 
ſound to be bogus All these things cannot be denied . Il 
has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by the 
Respondent Management by relevant documents that the 
names of the Petitioners were not available in the original 
muster rolls that has been mentioned in their service 
ccruſicales . From this , it is cstablished that the particulars 
given in their scrvice certificates arc falsc .No datc of issuc 
of those scrvice certificates is available in the service 
certificates. The Petitioners who have been examined as 
common witnesses for thesc Petitioners asWWI and WW2 
also have not stated in their evidence , thç dates on which 
thcy were issucd thosc service certificates by the concerned 
officials in thc department. If they were really 
issued by the officials of the Respondent / Tclccom 
Departmentas a record for their servicc in the department, 
thc Petitioncr would not have been failed to mention all 
these things in their respective Claim Statements. The 
non -mention of the same in their Claim Statements and 
the production of thcsc certiſicates without any bases, 
during trial of the cases, bcforç this Tribunal go to show 
that these Petitioners have created them for the purpose 
of these cases as the respondentManagement contcnds it . 
From the available materials, it is seen that the Respondent 
Management in rcgular course did not employ Petitioners 
and they were not given independent work , so the question 
of retrenchment from service docs notat all arisc . So under 
such circumstances, the qucstion of Respondents not 
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following the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
and the issuance of prior notice and compensation under 
section 25F of Industrial Disputcs Act, 1947 will not at all 
arise. As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court, 
the Petitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable , 
legal evidence that he has worked in the Respondent 
Telecom Department as a Casual Labour for a continuous 
period of 240 days preceding the date on which they have 
been discngaged from work . In the absence of such 
evidence on the side of thc Petitioner, it can be concluded 
that they have no right to claim even conſerment of 
temporary status of casual mazdoors and also to claim 
reinstatement in service in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department So , under such circumstances, from the 
available materials it is seen that the action of the 
Managementof Tclecom Department in not engaging these 
Petitioners as casualmazdoors, subsequent to completion 
of work for which they have engaged is legal and justified . 
Hence , this Petitioner is not entitled to the relief hc prayed 
for in his Claim Statement. Thus, the point is answered 
accordingly . 

6 In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in thc Claim 
Statement. No Cost 

( Dictuted to the Stenographer , transcribed and typod by him , 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 30th 
.Ipril, 2002.) 

K KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party Workmen : 
W . W . I - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I. D . 156 / 2001) 
W . W . 2 - Sh . K . Mohan ( Petitioner in I.D . 262/2001) 
For the Il Party /Management : 
MWI - Sh . P. Chandrasekar (DE (Legal & Commercial)] 

Examined in I. D .No 11/ 2001 and has taken as 

Common evidence in this casc 
Common Documents Marked - 
For the I Party /Workmenin 
WI Series( 7 ) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners. 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series( 7) - Xerox copy of the scrvice certificates is 

sued in favour of Petitioners 
For the Il Party /Management: 
Ml - Xerox copy of the service certificate issucd in 

favour of Petitioners. 
M2 - Xerox copy of M ,R No .05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M . R No . 05851 
M4 - Xerox copy of MR No.07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of MR. No.07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 19 /04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of MR No. 18704693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 3 /06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of MR No. 9 /06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
MII - Xerox copy of M . R . No 6 /06115 


M12 - Xeroxcopyof M . R . No. 5 /06115 
MI 3 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M 15 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /07289 
M 16 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 7 /4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /4431 
M 18 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 13 / 15 948 
M 19 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 15 /06117 
M 20 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M . R No 13 /08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 /08512 
M 23 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /08513 
M 24 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 11/08514 
M 25 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 15 /20861 
M 26 - Xerox copy of MR No. 18 /20861 
M 27 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 / 20862 
M 28 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 11/20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03 / 20867 
M 30 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 02/20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 13 /20863 
M 32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
M 33 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 23 /20869 
M 34 · Xerox copy of MR No. 20 /04631 
M 35 - Xerox copy of M .R , No . 24 /2 
M 36 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /4 
M 37 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /4 
M 38 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /5 
M 39 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /5 
M 40 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 10 / 5 
M41 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/ 5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 17/5 
M 43 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22 /5 
M 44 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4759 
M 45 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 04978 
M 46 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 8 /06216 
M 47 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07188 
M 48 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 7 /4427 
M 49 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 15 /06117 
M 50 - Xeroxcopy of MR No. 9 /06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
M 52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6 /06115 
M 53 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 2 /08511 

56 - Xerox copy of MR No. 22 /08511 
M 57 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 13/08512 

158 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /08512 
M 59 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 / 20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of MR . No. 12 / 20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 11/20863 
M 64 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 19 /20863 
M65 , Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11 /20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 09/ 20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03/ 20867 
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168 - Xerox copy of MR No. 14 /20867 
69 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 02 /20868 

- Xerox copy of MR No. 12 / 20869 
71 - Xerox copy of MR No . 06 /21253 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /27 
3 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 19 /29 
4 - Xerox copy of MR. No 4 / 29 
5 - Xerox copy of MR No 20 /29 

Presiding Officer 
The forent, 217, 2002 
Ait . 511. 1990 . - - alfiter forang 34f4f244 , 1947 ( 1947 
) की धारा 17 के अनुसरण में , केन्द्रीय सरकार दूर संचार विभाग 
तंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
ट औद्योगिक विवाद में कन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण 
THE ( FİGHTCH 268 /2001 ) ant santfera catt , 
Parole 21 - 5 - 2002 1 ST 637 711 
( # - 40012 / 180 / 99 - 3715 , 371 . ( 31. 7 .) ) 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डेस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May , 2002 
S . O . 1990. — In pursuince of Section 17 of the industrial 
Dispule Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central Governmenthereby 
publishes the Award (Ref. No 268 /2001) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal Labour Court Chennai now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
uc cmployers in rclation to the managementof Telecom Depil. 
and their workman , which was reccived by the Central 
Government on 21- 5 - 2002 

[No L - 40012 / 180 /99 - IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 
Tuesday , the 30th April, 2002 

Present 
K . Karthikcyan , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 268 /2001 
( Tamil Nadu Statc Industrial Tribunal I. D . No. 304 / 99 ) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clausc ( d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub - section 2 ( A ) of 
Section 10 of thc Industrial Dispulcs Act, 1947 ( 14 of 
1947), between the workman Sri V . Varathan and the 
Management of the General Manager 
Telecommunications, Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri V Varathan 

· I Party /Workman 

AND 
The GeneralManager, Il Party /Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist, Chennai 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman · M /s . M .Gnanasckar, 

C .Premavathy, & G . 

Manjula , Advocates 
For theManagement : Sri R . Kanniappan , Addi, 

CGSC 


The Govt. of India ,Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and 
sub - scction 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 ( 14 of 1947) , have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012 / 180 /99 / 
IR (DU ) dated 2 - 10 - 1999 . 

This reference has been made carlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was 
taken on file as I.D . No. 304 / 99 . When the matter was 
pending enquiry in thai Tribunal, the Govt. of India , 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
case from that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . 
On receipt of records from that Tribunal, the case has 
been taken on file as 1.D . No. 268/ 2001 and notices were 
sent to the counsel on either side , informing them about 
the transfer of this casc to this Tribunal, with a direction 
to appear before this Tribunal on 12 -02 - 2001 On receipt 
of notice from this Tribunal, the counsels on either side 
present along with their respective parties and prosecuted 
the case further. 

When the matter came up before me for final hcaring 
on 01-04 - 2002 , upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
Counter Statcment additional counter statement, the other 
material papers on record , the oral and documentary 
cvidence let in on either side as common evidence for this 
casc and the connected similar cases and after hearing the 
arguments advanced by the learned counsel for the II Party / 
Management alone, this matter having stood over till this 
date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following : -- 

AWARD 
The IndustrialDispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

“ Whciher the action of the General Manager, 
Telecom , Chengalpailu in terminating the services 
of Shri V Varathan , Casual Mazdoor is legal and 
justiſied ? If not, to what relicſ, iş he entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman arc briefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Shri V . Varathan (hercinafter 
refers to as Pctitioner ) was engaged as casual labour in the 
II Party/Management Telecom Department (hereinafter 
refers to as Respondent) in 01 - 12 - 1984 for digging , 
drawing wircs, laying posts and for other allied jobs as 
directed by his supcriors . He was paid nominalwages of 
Rs 6 . 50 as daily rated wages. Though thc Petitioner has 
been continuously working with the Respondent, and has 
put in 1872 number of days of service, he had not been 
rcgularised . The Department of Telecommunication in 
order 10 absorb thc casual mazdoors working in the 
department for a long period formulated a Schemeknown 
as casual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and 
Regularisation ) Scheme Thc Respondent/ Telecom 
Departmenų failed to confer temporary status on the 
Petitioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal and 
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arbitrary . The I Party / Workman has been denied 
employment w .e.f. 25 -04 - 1995 and,when his services were 
terminated he was getting Rs.60 /- as daily wages. When 
he approached the concerned authority for conferment of 
temporary status he was informed that he will be taken 
back to duty. The petitioner was waiting for orders from 
the Respondent/Telecom Department regarding his re 
engagement. However, he has not received any orders 
nor he was taken back to duty so far. His service was 
utilised for the regular work that is perennial in nature . 
Therefore, when the work and the necessity to engage the 
Petitioner continuous, there is no reason or justification 
for denying the employment to the Petitioner. No reason 
was given by the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
terminating the serviccs of the Petitioner and the 
Respondent failed to follow the principles of natural justice . 
No enquiry was conducted and the Petitioner was not given 
any opportunity before his services were discontinued . The 
Petitioner has put in more than a decade continuous service 
and the termination of his service is in violation of the 
provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 . Further the petitioner was not given any notice or 
compensation in Ierms of the said provision of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 .Hence , the action of the Respondent 
Department in terminating the services of Petitioner 
without notice or compensation is ab initio void and the 
Petitioner is deemd to be in continous in service and 
therefore, is entitled to be reinstated with all other service 
benefits including arrears ofback wages. TheRespondent 
ought to have conferred temporary status as per the 
temporary status scheme and further absorbed him against 
regular Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom 
Department s action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary . 
Hence, this industrial dispute has been raised against the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for a declaration that the 
order oftermination dated 25 -4 - 95 is illegal and arbitrary 
and consequently for a direction to the Respondent/ 
Management to rcinslate the Petitioner in service w .e . f. 
25 -04 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits . 


for the Casual Labourers who actually worked . The 
essential conditions of the scheme are : --- 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31- 3 - 1985 ; 
2. He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Schemei.e. 01- 10 -89; 
3 . He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01 - 10 - 1989 , and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year . 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner also 
furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner did 
not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he could 
not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by th¢ Petitioner were scrutinized and found to 
be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service 
certificates with a view to get the benefits like 
regularisation etc . from the department. So , the departnent 
did not consider the claim of thc Pctitioner. The alleged 
work done by the Petitioner is notskilled and perennial in 
nature . As on date, the department is not engaging Casual 
Labour like the Petitioner for any purpose and also not 
doing such type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since 
there is no work and there is no post , there is no scope for 
the Petitioner for his rc -cmployment in the Respondent 
Telecom Department. The Pctitioner was engaged on 
casual basis as and when required by the department, 
hence, he is not eligible for reinstatement as per the law 
and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme. Hence , 
it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased to 
dismiss the claim petition . 

. 4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
the cvidence given in 1.D .No. 156 / 2001 on either side can 
be treated as common evidence for all these cases. On the 
side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy , 
Pctitioner in LD .No. 156 / 2001, and Sri K Mohan , Petitioner 
in I.D .No. 262 /2001 have been cxamined as WW1 and 
WW2 respectively. As per the memo filed by the learned 
counsel for the RespondentManagement, the evidence 
given by one Divisional Engineer, Mr. P . Chandrasekar, 
who has been examined as a common witness MW1 in 
I. D No. 11/2001, has been treated as a common evidence 
for this case and other similar connected cases. On the 
side of thc Pctitioner , the Xerox copy of the service 
certificates have been marked as common Workmen 
exhibits. On the side of the Management the Xerox copy 
of the scrvice certificate of WWI filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
original muster rolls which are mentioned in those Service 


3. The II Party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter 
Statement denying the allegations of thc Pctitioner in the 
Claim Statement about his appointment as Casual Labour 
on 01- 12 - 1984 and his contention about continuous 
working with the Respondent/Department for a period of 
1872 nuryber of days of service and the alleged termination 
of the Petitioner from service on 25 -04 - 1995 . It is further 
alleged that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual 
basis for the unskilled work 1.e. to carry out digging, 
drawing outwires, laying posts and for other casualworks 
on daily rated wages during 1995 for a period of 84 days. 
The department used to engage the Petitioner as and when 
there was work . In 1989, a Schcmc called Grant of 
Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was introduced 
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certificates under Ex .Wl to W3 have been marked as 
Ex,MI, M2 to M75. The learned counsel for the II Party ! 
Management has advanced his arguments . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is - 
“ Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecom , Chengalpattu in terminating the services 
of Shri V . Varathan , CasualMazdoor is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief,he is entitled ?” 
Point : - 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been 
conducted . Two out of these Petitioners have been exam 
ined as WW1 and WW2. W1 series, W2 and W3 series , 
the service certificates of WWI and WW2 respectively 
have been marked . On the side of the Management the 
Xerox copy of the service certificate of WW 1 filed be 
fore the conciliating authority earlier and thc Xerox cop 
ies of the original muster rolls which arc mentioned in 
those Service certificates under Ex,WI to W3 have been 
marked as Ex,MI, M2 to M75 . Apart from these docu 
ments the other Petitioners also filed in Court individually 
in their respective cases as the service certificates issued 
to them mentioning their service particulars , which are 
remained unmarked documents. The common claim made 
by all these Pctitioners in their respective industrial dis 
pute against the Respondent Telecom Department is that 
the termination of the Petitioners from service by the Re 
spondent Management is illegal and they must be rein 
stated in service by the Respondent Management from the 
date of their respective termination from service as men 
tioned in their respective Claim Statements . They have 
raised these claims based on the service records. Thcy were 
filed into Court in their respective cases. WWIand WW2 
have spoken about their respective service certificates they 
have filed into Court in their respective cases . In the cross 
examination of both the Petitioners WW1and WW2, they 
have admitted that they have given their service particu 
lars to the Respondent/Department as per the direction of 
the department for consideration to confer termporary sta 
tus mazdoors only . It is their further contention in the evi 
dence that at the inception when they met the Telecom 
people, who were doing the work of the department ncar 
their house, requested those permanent employees of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department like lineman to give 
them work and as per their direction they went to see the 
Assistant Engineer, and requested him to provide work in 
the Respondent/ Department. WW1 and WW2 who have 
deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners have 
stated in the cross examination that they have not men 
tioned all these things in their Claim Statements and they 
have not mentioned so in their earlier Claim Statements 
filed before the Regional Commissioner of Labour , 
Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They further say 
that they do notknow the name of the Assistant Engineer, 
whom they met and asked for work . It is their further evi 


dence, that they used to get the wages by signing themus 
ter rolls and the numbers of muster rolls mentioned in their 
respective service certificatcs are true and correct and their 
respective names are available in those original muster 
rollsmentioned in their respective service certificates. Thcy 
further say in the cross examination that they mentioned 
in their respective Claim Statements that they were given 
service certificates by the Assistant Engineer for the days 
they worked in the Respondent/Department. They have 
also denied the suggestion in the cross cxamination , that 
the service certificates produced by these Pctitioners in 
their respective cases are all false certificates and they were 
created by them . They have also denied the suggestion 
that they have not worked in the Respondent/ Tclecom 
Department for the period they have mentioned by days 
in their respective Claim Statements On the side of the 
Respondent/Management, the evidence given by Divi 
sional Engineer, oneMr. P . Chandrasekar asMW1 earlier 
has been treated as common evidence for this case and 
similar connected other cases as per the memo filed by the 
leamed counsel for the RespondentManagement. Accord 
ing to the Petitioner, he was engaged by thc Respondenu/ 
Management Department of Telecommunication as casual 
mazdoor in the year 1984 and worked continuously till 
1995 as he has stated in his Claim Statement. It is his fur 
ther allegation in the Claim Statement that all of a sudden 
he was terminated and the action of the Respondent Man 
agement, Telecommunication Department in terminating 
him from service in not following the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. 
Since the said action of the Respondent/Management is 
illegal, he must be reinstated in service by the Respon 
dentManagement from the date of the alleged termina 
tion of service in the year 1995 . But it is the contention of . 
the Respondent Management and also the evidence of 
MW1 that service certificates filed by the Petitioners arc 
all false and created by themselves and they have not 
mentioned anything with regard to availability of service 
ccrtificates in their Claim Statements. The learned coun 
sel for the RespondentManagement would further con 
tend that in the Claim Statement of the Pcuitioners nothing 
has been mentioned as to who appoint them and where 
they have worked and who in the Respondent Department 
has terminated them from service . There is no appoint 
mentorder as well as the termination order passed by the 
RespondentManagement for these Pctitioners to claim that 
he was appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
and he was terminaled against the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. According to the Management of 
Telecom Department, these people were engaged in the 
year 1995 and some persons were engaged at the end of 
1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respondent 
Telecom Department for laying the cables, and erecting 
poles and other connected casual works. It is the specific 
stand of the RespondentManagement that all these Peti 
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tioners have not worked for 240 days and in the Counter 
Statement filed by the RespondentManagement in their 
respective cases, the days for which the concerned Peti 
tioner had worked in the Respondent/Department has been 
clcarly given . It is their further contention that service 
certificaics relicd upon by thcsc Petitioners as issued by 
the officials of the Respondent Telecom Departmentwere 
not issued by the department and they were created by the 
Petitioners themselves and the particulars of the alleged 
service in the Telecom Departmentmentioned in the ser 
vice certificates said to have been issued by the officials 
of the Respondent/Department from 1984 to 1995 are all 
bogus. By sufficient documentary evidence , evidence 
through Ex. M2 to M75 original muster rolls in the cross 
examination of WWI and WW2 and through the com 
mon evidence of MWI it has been established that the 
particulars given in the service certificates by the Petition 
ers arc bogus WW1 and WW2 have clearly admitted in 
their cross examination when their attention have been 
drawn to the entries in the originalmuster rolls mentioned 
in their service certificates that their names have not been 
available in the originalmuster rolls, maintained by thc 
Telecom Department The Xerox copy of those muster 
rolls have bccn cxhibited on the side of the Respondent 
Management as Management Exhibits M2 to M75. In the 
cross examination of the common witncss for the Man 
agementMW1, no suggestion is put to him about the work 
of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department. 
No suggestion was put in the cross cxamination ofMWI 
that the particulars ſurnished in the service certificates pro 
duced by the Petitioners are not bogus but they are genu 
ine. On the side of the Petitioners, no one has been cxam 
ined as a witness to prove the service certificates they are 
relying upon The officials in the Telecom Department, 
who said to have issued those certificates have not been 
examined by thc Pctitioners to prove their respective ser 
vice certificates. From these common evidence available , 
it is seen that these Petitioners have worked for few days 
by assisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department in carrying out the departmental work as 
Casual Labourers From the available evidence, it is scen 
that these Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers 
by the regular departmentalworkmen for the scasonal work 
of the department they were attending and they were dis 
cngaged on completion of the particular work . From this 
it is seen that the contention of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement that the work will be available always and it is 
perennial type of work are all false . The Petitioners who 
have been examined as common witnesses for workmen 
as WW1and WW2have admitted that they were engaged 
as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the department 
only to assist ihem for doing the departmental work as 
and whçn it was necessary . From the evidence available 
in this case , it is sccn that Petitioners who have bcen work 
ing as casualmazdoors temporarily by assisting the regu 


lar and permanent staff of Respondenu/ Telecom Depart 
ment have disengaged , since the work they were attended 
were completed and there was no further work for them to 
do. So from thematerials available in this case by way of 
exhibits and evidence , it is clearly established by the 
RespondentManagement by production of original mus 
ler rolls which have been referred to in service certificates 
of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have never worked 
as Casual Labourers under those muster rolls for the said 
period and have not been paid wages by the department. 
From this, it is seen as contended by thc learned counsel 
for theRespondent/Management in his argument that the 
particulars given in the service certificates produced by 
the Petitioners are not true particulars but they are bogus 
certificates. If really, the particulars given in the service 
certificates relied upon by the Petitioners are true, they 
Respondent/Department would have granted them tem 
porary status mazdoors for Casual Labourcrs . From the 
evidence available inthese cases, it is abundantly proved 
by the RespondentDepartment. That those Petitioners 
have not worked continuously from 1984 to 1995 . Fur 
ther, it is seen from the evidence available that the Peli 
tioners was engaged by the department as Casual Labourers 
only for the short period as and when required and he 
was given wages on daily rated basis . It is the evidence of 
MW 1 that the work the Petitioners were doing as Casual 
Labourers was only seasonal work and it was not a con 
tinuous one and it is not available all through the ycar. It 
cannot be denied that the work these Petitioners attended 
as Casual Labourers in the RespondentManagement dc 
partment were only developmentwork like opening new 
telephone exchanges and strengthening the existing ex 
changes and they were donc as project works and on 
completion of that work , these Petitioners have no work 
in the department to continue in service. It is the definite 
evidence ofMW1 that on checking the service particulars 
given by the Pctitioners, the department has found that 
the particulars they furnished are not true and they were 
ſound to be bogus. All thcsc things cannot be denied . It 
has, been demonstrated before this Tribunal by the Re 
spondent/Management by rclcvant documents that the 
names of the Petitioners were not available in the original 
muster rolls that has been mentioned in thçir service cer 
tificales. From this, it is established that the particulars 
given in their service certificates are falsc, No date of is 
sue of those service certificates is available in the service 
certificates . The Petitioners who have been examined as 
common witnesses for thesc Petitioners as WW1and WW2 
also have not stated in thcir cvidence , the dates on which 
they were issued thosc service certificates by the con 
cerned officials in the department. If they were really is 
sued by the oflicials of the Respondent/ Telecom Deparl 
mçnt as a record for their service in the department, the 
Pctitioner would not have been failed to mention all thesc 
things in their respective Claim Statements . The non -men 
tion of the same in thcir Claim Statements and the produc 
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lion of these certificates without any base during trial of 
the cases before this Tribunal go to show that these Peti 
tioners have crcalcd them for the purpose of these cases 
the RespondentManagement contends it .From the avail 
able materials , it is seen that the RespondentManagement 
in rcgular course did not employ Petitioners and they were 
not given independent work , so the question of retrench 
inent from service does not at all arisc . So under such cir 
cumstances, the question of Respondents not following 
the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the 
issuance of prior notice and compensation under section 
25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all arise . 
Asper the recent decisions of the Supreme Court , the Pc 
titioner has to prove conclusively with acceptablc , legal 
cvidence that he has worked in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department as a CasualLabour for a continuous period of 
240 days preceding the date on which they have been dis 
engaged from work . In the absence of such cvidence on 
the side of thc Peti : oner, it can be concluded that they 
have no right to claim even conferincnt of temporary sta 
tus of casual mazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in 
service in the Respondent/ Tclccom Department. So , un 
der such circuimstances, from the available materials it is 
seen that the action of the Management of Telecom Dc 
partment in not engaging these Pctitioners as casual 
mazdoors, subscqucnt to completion of work for which 
they have crigaged is legal and justified. Hence, this Peti 
tioner is not entitled to the relicſ he prayed for in his Claim 
Statement. Thus, the point is answered accordingly 

6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement. No Cost 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April , 2002.) 

K KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W . W .I - Sh . K Umapathy ( Pctitioner in 1. D . 156 /2001 ) 
W . W 2 - Sh . K Mohan (Peutioner in I.D . 262/2001) 
For the II Party Management: — 
M . W . 1 - Sh P . Chandrasekar (DE (Legal & Commer 

cial) Examined in 1.D No 11 /2001 and has taken 

as Common evidence in this casc 
Common Documents Marked - 
For thc 1 Party /Workmen : 
Wl Şeries(7 ) - Original service ceniſicates issued in favour 

of Petitioners. 
W2 - Original Service Note Book 
W3 Series(7 ) - Xerox copy of the service ceruficates is 

sucd in favour of Petitioners . 


For the Il Party /Management: 
M - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

ſavour of Petitioners . 
M2 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 05851 
M4 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 19 /04693 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 3 /06114 
M9 . Xerox copy of MR. No. 9 /06114 
MIO . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
MII - Xerox copy of M . R .No. 6706115 
M12 - Xerox copyof M . R .No. 5 / 06115 
MI 3 - Xerox copy of MR, No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1 /08511 
M15 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /07289 
M 16 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4427 
M 17 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /4431 
MI8 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 13 / 15 948 
MI 9 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 15 / 06117 
M20 . Xerox copy of M . R , No 21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of MR No. 13 /08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .23 /08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 11/08514 
M25 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 18 / 20861 
M27 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/ 20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03/20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 02 / 20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 13 /20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
M33 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 / 20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of MR No. 20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 / 4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 4 /5 
M39 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 715 
M40 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 / 5 
M41 , - Xerox copy of MR. No. 11/5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1775 
M43 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 22 / 5 
M44 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 4 /59 
M45 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of MR . No. 8 /06216 
M47 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 07188 
M48 . Xerox copy of MR. No 774427 
M49 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
M50 - Xeroxcopy of M .R .No. 9 / 06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 6 /06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1/08511 
M5S - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 2 /08511 
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M56 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 22/08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 13 /08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M .R , No .23/08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 / 20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 / 20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11 /20863 
M64 - Xerox copy of MR, No. 19 /20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/ 20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 09/20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 03 /20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 /20867 
M69 . Xerox copy of M . R . No 02 /20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of MR No . 12 /20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of MR. No 06 / 21233 
M72 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/ 27 
M73 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /29 
M74 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 4 /29 
M75 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 20 /29 
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[ 77 -40012 / 181/99 - 37 . 37 . ( 51. 7 . ) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
S . O . 1991. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 
259 /2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
thc Industrial Dispute between the cmployers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Deptt. and their workman , 
which was received by thc Central Government on 
21-5 -2002 

(No L - 40012 / 181/99 - IR (DU ) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday , the 30th April , 2002 
Present; K . KARTHIKEYAN : Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 259 /2001 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal ID No. 309 /99 ) 

( In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clausç 
( d ) of sub-section (1 ) and sub -section 2 (A ) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), between tho work 
man Sri K . Ramamoorthy and the Management of the General 
Manager Telecommunications, Kancheepuram Distt., Chennai.) 


BETWEEN 
Sri K . Ramamoorthy : 1 Party /Workman 

AND 
The General Manager, : II Party Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist, Chennai, 
Appearance : - 
For the Workman : M /S.M .Gnanasekaran , 

C .Premavathy, & G . 

Manjula , Advocates 
For the Management : Sri R . Kanniappan , Addl. 

CGSC 
The Govt . of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section (1 ) and 
sub -section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act , 
1947 ( 14 of 1947), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L -40012/ 181/99/ 
IR (DU ) dated 13 - 10 - 1999 . 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was 
taken on file as I.D . No. 309/99. When the matter was 
pending enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India, 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
case from that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . 
On receipt of records from that Tribunal, the case has 
been taken on file as I.D . No. 259 / 2001 and notices were 
sent to the counsel on either side, informing them about 
the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction 
to appear before this Tribunal on 9 -02 - 2001. On receipt 
of notice from this Tribunal, the counsels on either side 
present along with their respective parties and prosecuted 
the case further. 

When the matter came up before me for final hearing 
on 01 - 04 - 2002, upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
Counter Statement, Additional Counter Statement, the 
other material papers on record , the oral and documentary 
evidence let in on either side as common evidence for this 
case and the connected similar cases and after hearing the 
arguments advanced by thc learned counsel for the II Party/ 
Management alone, this matter having stood over till this 
date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following : 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows : 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecom , Kanchecpuram in terminating the services 
of thc workman Shri K . Ramamoorthy is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Shri K , Ramamorthy 
(hereinafter refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual 
labour in the II Party Management Telecom Department 


[ YTT II - 


45 3 ( ii) ] 


YRC HTM47 : A 15 , 2002 / 25 , 1924 


5807 


(hereinafter refers to as Respondent) in August 84 for 
digging , drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal 
wages of Rs.6 . 50 as daily rated wages. Though the 
Petitioner has been continuously working with the 
Respondent, and has put in 1056 number of days of service, 
he had not been regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casualmazdoors 
working in the department for a long period formulated a 
Scheme known as casual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary 
Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The Respondent/ 
Telecom Department failed to confer temporary status on 
th¢ Petitioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal and 
arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has been denied 
employment w .e.f. 25 -06 -1995 and ,when his services were 
terminated he was getting Rs.60 /- as daily wages. When 
he approached the concerned authority for conferment of 
temporary status he was informed that he will be taken 
back to duty. The petitioner was waiting for orders from 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding his re 
engagement. However, he has not received any orders nor 
he was taken back to duty so far . His service was utilised 
for the regular work that is perennial in nature. Therefore, 
when the work and the necessity to engage thc Petitioner 
continuous, there is no reason or justification for denying 
the employment to the Petitioner. No reason was given by 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department for terminating the 
services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed to 
follow the principles of natural justice. No enquiry was 
conducted and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity 
before his services were discontinued . The Pctitioner has 
put in more than a decade continuous service and the 
termination of his service is in violation of the provisions 
of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Further 
the petition was not given any notice or compensation in 
terms of the said provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947.Hence , the action of the Respondent/ Department 
in terminating the services of Petitioner without notice or 
compensation is ab initio void and the Petitioner is deemed 
to be in continuous in service and therefore , is entitled to 
be reinstated with all other service benefit including arrears 
of back wages. The Respondent ought to have conferred 
temporary status as per the temporary status scheme and 
further absorbed him against regular Group D post . The 
Respondent/ Telecom Department s action in not doing so 
is illegal and arbitrary . Hence , this industrial dispute has 
been raised against theRespondent/ Telecom Department 
for a declaration that the order of termination dated 25 -6 
95 is illegal and arbitrary and consequently for a direction 
to the RespondentManagement to reinstate the Petitioner 
in service w . e.f. 25 -06 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back 
wages and all other attendant benefits . 

3. The II Party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter 


Statement denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the 
Claim Statement about his appointment as Casual Labour 
in August, 1984 and his contention about continuous 
working with the Respondent/Department for a period of 
1056 number of days of service and the alleged termination 
of the Petitioner from service on 25 -06 - 1995 . It is further 
alleged that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual 
basis for the unskilled work i.e. to carry out digging , 
drawing out wires, laying posts and for other casual works 
on daily rated wages for a short spell during 1995 less 
than 240 days. The department used to engage the 
Petitioner as and when there was work . In 1989, a Scheme 
called Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers 
was introduced for the Casual Labourers who actually 
worked . The essential conditions of the scheme are : 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31-3 - 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.e . 01 - 10 - 89; 
3 He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989; and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period ofmore 

than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner also 
furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner did 
not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he could 
not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found to 
be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service 
certificates with a view to get the benefits like 
regularisation etc , from the department. So , the department 
did not consider the claim of the Petitioner. The alleged 
work done by the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in 
nature. As on date , the department is not engaging Casual 
Labour like the Petitioner for any purpose and also not 
doing such type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since 
there is no work and there is no post, there is no scope for 
the Peutioner for his re -employment in the Respondent 
Telecom Department. The Petitioner was engaged on 
casual basis as and when required by the department, 
hence, he is not eligible for reinstatement as per the law 
and as well as Temporary StatusMazdoor Scheme. Hence , 
it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased to 
dismiss the claim petition . 

4. When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
Icarned counsel on either side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raiscd by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
the evidence given in I.D .No. 156 /2001 on either side can 
be treated as common evidence for all these cases . On the 
side of the Petitioncr /Workman Sri K Umapathy , 
Petitioner in I. D . No. 156 /2001, and Sri K . Mohan , 
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Petitioner in I.D .No. 262/2001 have been examined as 
WW1 and WW2 respectively . As per the memo filed by 
the learned counsel for the Respondent/Management, the 
evidence given by one Divisional Enginçer , Mr. P . 
Chandrasckar, who has been examined as a common 
witness MWI in I.D .No. 11/2001, has been treated as a 
common evidence for this case and other similar connected 
cases. On the side of the Petitioner, the Xerox copy of the 
service certificates have been marked as common 
Workmen cxhibits . On the side of the Management the 
Xerox copy of the services certificate of WW1 filed before 
the conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of 
the original muster rolls which are mentioned in those 
Service certificates under Ex.Wito W3 have been marked 
as Ex.MI,M2 to M75 . The learned counsel for thc II Party / 
Management has advanced his arguments. 

5 . The Point for my consideration is 
“ Whether the action of thc General Manager, 
Telecom , Kancheepuram in terminating the services 
of the workman Shri K . Ramamoorthy is lagal and 
justificd ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 
Point : - 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry, as per 
the request of the learned counsel on cither side, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has bcen 
conducted Two out of these Petitioners have been 
examined as WW1 and WW2, WI series , W2 and W3 
series, the service certificates of WW1 and WW2 respcc 
tively have been marked . On the side of the Management 
the Xerox copy of the service certificate of WW I filed 
before the conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox cop 
ies of the original muster rolls which are mentioned in 
thosc Service certificates under Ex .W1to W3 have been 
marked as Ex .MI, M2 to M75 . Apart from these docu 
ments the other Petitioners also filcd in Court individually 
in their respective cases as the scrvice certificates issued 
to them mentioning their service particulars, which are 
remained unmarked documents. The common claim made 
by all these Petitioners in their respective industrial dis 
pute against the Respondent/ Telecom Deparımcnt is tliat 
the termination of the Petitioners from service by the Re 
spondent Management is illegal and they must be rein 
stated in service by the Respondent/Management from the 
date of their respective termination froin service as men 
tioned in their respective Claim Statements. They have 
raised these claims based on the service records. Thcy were 
filed into Court in their respective cascs. WW1and WW2 
have spoken about their respective service certificates they 
have filed into Court in their respective cases. In the cross 
examination of both the Petitioners WW1and WW2, they 
have admitted that they have given their service particu 
lars to the Respondent/Department as per the direction of 
the department for consideration to confer temporary sta 
tus mazdoors only. Il is their further contention in the 


evidence that at the inception when theymct the Telecom 
people, who were doing the work of the department near 
thçir house, requested thosc permanent employces of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department like lincman to give 
them work and as per thcir direction they went to see the 
Assistant Engineer, and requested him to provide work in 
the Respondent/Department. WW1 and WW2 who have 
deposcd as common witnesses for thesc Petitioners have 
stated in the cross examination that they have not men 
tioned all these things in their Claim Statements and they 
have not mentioned so in their earlier Claim Statements 
filed before the Regional Commissioner of Labour , 
Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. Thcy further say 
thatThcy do notknow the name of the Assistant Engineer, 
whom they met and asked forwork , It is their further evi 
dence, that they used to get the wages by signing themus 
tcr rolls and the numbers ofmuster rolls mentioned in their 
respective service certificates are true and correct and their 
respective names are available in those original muster 
rollsmentioned in their respective service certificates . They 
further say in the cross examination that they mentioncd 
in their respective Claim Statements that they were given 
service certificates by the Assistant Engineer for the days 
they worked in the Respondent Department. Thcy have 
also denied the suggestion in the cross examination , that 
the service certificates produced by these Petitioners in 
their respective cases are all false certificates and they were 
created by them . They have also denicd the suggestion 
that they lave not worked in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department for the period they have mentioned by days 
in their respective Claim Statements. On the side of the 
Respondent Management, the cvidence given by Divi 
sional Engineer, oneMr. P .Chandrasckar asMW1carlier 
has been treated as common cvidence for this case and 
similar connected other casesas per the memo filed by the 
Icarned counsel for the Respondent/Management. Accord 
ing to the Petitioner , he was engaged by the Respondent/ 
Management Departmentof Telccommunication as casual 
mazdoor in the ycar 1984 and worked continuously till 
1995 as he has stated in his Claim Statement. It is his fur 
ther allcgation in the Claim Statement thatall of a sudden 
he was terminated and the action of the Respondent 
Management, Telecommunication Departinent in tcrmina 
ting him from service in not following the provisions of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio void and ille 
gal. Since the said action of the RespondentManagement 
is illegal, he must be reinstated in service by the Respon 
dentManagement from thc date of the alleged termina 
tion of service in thc year 1995 . But it is the contention of 
the Respondent/Management and also the evidence of 
MW1 that service certificates filed by the Petitioners are 
all false and crcated by themselves and they have not men 
tioned any thing with regard to availability of service cer 
tificates in thcir Claim Statements. The learned counsel 
for the RespondentManagement would further contend 
that in the Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing has 
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been mentioned as to who appoint them and where they have 
worked and who in the RespondentDepartment has terminated 
them from service . There is no appointment order as well as 
the termination order passed by the RespondentManagement 
for these Petitioners to claim that he was appointed by the 
Respondent / Telecom Department and he was terminated 
against the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Ac 
cording to the Management of Telecom Department, these 
people were engaged in the year 1995 and some persons were 
engaged at the end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the 
Respondent Telecom Department for laying the cables, and 
erecting poles and other connected casual works It is the spc 
cific stand of the RespondentManagement that all these Peti 
tioners have not worked for 240 days and in the Counter State 
ment filed by the Respondent Management in their respective 
cases, the days for which the concerned Petitioner had worked 
in the RespondentDepartment has been clearly given . It is their 
further contention that service certificates relicd upon by these 
Pctitioners as issued by the officials of the Respondent Telecom 
Department were not issued by the department and they were 
created by the Petitioners themselves and the particulars of the 
alleged service in the Telecom Department mentioned in the 
service certificates said to have been issucd by the officials of 
the Respondent Department from 1984 to 1995 are all bogus 
By sufficient documentary evidence, evidence through Ex.M2 
to M75 original muster rolls in the cross examination of WW1 
and WW2 and through the common evidence of MW1 it has 
been established that the particulars given in the service cer 
lificates by thc Petitioners are bogus. WW1 and WW2 have 
clearly admitted in their cross examination when their atten 
tion have been drawn to the entrics in the originalmuster rolls 
mentioned in their service certificates that their names have 
not been available in the original muster rolls , maintained by 
the Telecom Department. Thic Xerox copy of those muster rolls 
have been exhibited on the side of the Respondent/Manage 
ment as Management Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the cross exami 
nation of the common witness for thc Management MWI, no 
suggestion is put to him about the work of the Petitioner for 
240 days in the Telecoin Department. No suggestion was put 
in the cross cxamination ofMW1that the particulars furnished 
in the service certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
bogus but they are genuine. On the side of the Petitioners , no 
one has been examined as a witness to prove the service cer 
tificates they are relying upon . The officials in the Telecom 
Department, who said to have issued those certificates have 
not been examined by the Petitioners to prove their respective 
service certificates. From these common evidence available , it 
is seen that these Petitioners have worked for few days by as 
sisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment in carrying out the departmental work as Casual 
Labourers. From the available evidence , it is seen that thicsc 
Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular 
departmental workmen for the seasonal work of the depart 
ment they were attending and they were disengaged on comple 
tion of the particular work . From this it is seen that the conten 
tion of the Petitioner in the Clain Stateincnt that the work will 
be available always and it is perennial type of work are all 
false , The Petitioners who have been examined as common 
witnesses for workmen as WW1 and WW2 have admitted that 
they were cngaged as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of 
the department only to assist them for doing the departmental 


work as and when it was necessary . From the evidence avail 
able in this case , it is seen thatPetitioners who have been work 
ing as casual mazdoors temporarily by assisting the regular 
and permanent staff of Respondent/ Telecom Department have 
disengaged , since the work they were attended were completed 
and there was no further work for them to do . So from the 
matcrials available in this case by way of exhibits and evidence , 
it is clearly established by the RespondentManagementby pro 
duction of original muster rolls which have been referred to in 
service certificates of the Petitioners that thc Petitioners have 
never worked as Casual Labourers under those muster rolls for 
the said period and have not been paid wages by the depart 
ment. From this , it is seen as contended by the learned counsel 
for thc RespondentManagement in his argument that the par 
liculars given in the service certificates produced by the Peti 
tioners are not true particulars but they are bogus certificates. 
If really , the particulars given in the service certificates relied 
upon by thc Petitioners are true , the Respondent/Department 
would have granted them temporary status mazdoors for Ca 
sual Labourers. From the evidence available in these cases, it 
is abundantly proved by the Respondent/Department that these 
Petitioners have not worked continuously from 1985 to 1995 . 
Further, it is seen from the evidence available that the Peti 
tioner was engaged by the department as Casual Labourer only 
for a short period as and when required and he was given 
wages on daily rated basis. It is the evidence of MW 1 that the 
work the petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was only 
scasonal work and it was not a continuous one and it is not 
avajlable all through the year. It cannot be denied that the work 
these Petitioners attended as Casual Labourers in the Respon 
dent Management department were only development work like 
opening new telephone exchanges and strengthening the ex 
isting exchanges and they were done as project works and on 
completion of that work , thcsc Pctitioners have no work in the 
department to continue in service . It is the definite evidence of 
MW1 that on checking the service particulars given by the Pe 
titioners , the department has found that the particulars they fur 
nished are not true and they were found to bc bogus . All these 
things cannot be denied . It has , bcen demonstrated before this 
Tribunal by the Respondent Management hy relevant docu 
ments that the names of the Petitioners were not available in 
the originalmuster rolls that has been mentioned in their scr 
vice certificates . From this , it is established that the particulars 
given in their service certificates arc falsc. No date of issue of 
Diosc service certificates is available in the service certificates . 
The Petitioners who have been examined as common witnesses 
for these Petitioners as WWI and WW2 also have not stated in 
their evidence , the dates on which they were issued those ser 
vice certificates by the concerned officials in the department. 
If they were really issuer by the officials of the Respondent 
Telecom Department as a record for their service in the depart 
ment, thc Pctitioner would not have been failed to mention all 
these things in their respective Claim Statements . The non -men 
tion of the same in their Claim Statements and the production 
of these certificates without any basis , during trial of the cascs 
before this Tribunal go to show that these Petitioners have 
crcaled them for the purpose of these cases as the Respon 
dent Management contends it . From the available matcrials, 
it is seen that the Respondent Management in regular course 
did not employ Pctitioners and they were not given indepen 
dent work , so the question of retrenchment from service docs 
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not at all arise. So under such circumstances, the question of 
Respondents not following the provisions of Industrial Dis 
putes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior notice and compen 
sation under section 25F of Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 will 
not at all arise. As per the recent decisions of the Supreme 
Court, the Petitioner has to prove conclusively with accept 
able , legal evidence that he has worked in the Respondent 
Telecom Department as a Casual Labour for a continuous pe 
riod of 240 days preceding the date on which they have been 
discngaged from work . In the absence of such evidence on the 
side of the Petitioner , it can be concluded that they have no 
right to claim even conferment of temporary status of casual 
mazdoors and also to claim rcinstatement in service in the Re 
spondent/ Telecom Department. So , under such circumstances, 
from the available materials it is seen that the action of the 
Management of Telecom Department in not engaging these 
Petitioners as casual mazdoors, subscqucnt to completion of 
work for which they have engaged is legal and justified .Hence , 
this Potitioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed for in his 
Claim Statement. Thus, the point is answered accordingly 

6 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that the Pe 
titioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim Statc 
ment. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer , transcribed and typed by 
him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 30th April, 2002 .) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W . W . 1 - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I. D . 156 /2001) 
W . W . 2 - Sh . K . Mohan ( Petitioner in I D . 262/2001 ) 
For the II Party /Management: – 
M .W . 1 - Sh . P Chandrasckar (DE (Legal & Commercial) ] Ex 

amined in ID No 11/2001 and has taken as Com 

mon evidence in this casc . 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W1 Series (7 ) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners. 
W2 - Original Servicc Notc Book . 
W3 Series ( 7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour ofPetitioners. 
For the II Party Management: 
MI - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in favour 

of Petitioners . 
M2 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05851 
M4 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 07193 
| 16 - 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 / 04693 
117 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /04693 
I 18 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 3 /06114 
119 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 9/06114 
- 410 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
MII – Xerox copy of MR No.6 /06115 
M12 , Xerox copyof M .R .No.5 /06115 
MI3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1 /08511 
M15 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /07289 
M16 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 774427 


M17 . Xerox copy of M .R . No.4 /4431 
MI 8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 / 15948 
Mi 9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 21 /06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M . R . No, 23 /08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M . R , No . 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M . R . No, 11/08514 
M25 - Xerox copy of MR No. 15 /20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 18 /20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of MR No. 12 /20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03 /20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 02 /20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12/20869 
M33 - 

Xerox copy of M . R . No 23/20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 12 /4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 / 4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /5 
M39 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 / 5 
M40 , Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 / 5 
M41 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1115 
M42 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 1775 
M43 - Xerox copy of MR No. 22 /5 
M44 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /59 
M45 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 8 /06216 
M47 , Xerox copy of MR. No. 07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /4427 
M49 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
M50 - Xerox copy of M . R .No . 9 / 06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 6 / 06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 1 /08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 2 /08511 
M56 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 22/08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.23/08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 / 20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 / 20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12/ 20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/ 20863 
M64 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 / 20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 09/20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03 /20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 /20867 
M69 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 02 /20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 06 /21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /27 
M73 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /29 
M74 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /29 
M75 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /29 
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7$ farcit, 21 778 , 2002 
PT.31 . 1992 . - 3 Elfth far yf244, 1947 ( 1947 atat 
14 ) TYRT 17 do 3141424 , 79 HORGT HER fan 
प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट 

औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण चेन्नई, के पंचाट 
( HGH HOT 260/2001 ) Thalfera decit , tu che opt 
21 - 5 - 2002 MG 3TT TI 

[ 7 . m .- 40012/ 182/ 99 - 3715. 371 . ( 1.7 .) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21stMay , 2002 
S . O . 1992 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award ( Ref. No. 260/2001 ) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ Labour 
Court , Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Telecom Deptt . and their workman , which 
was received by the Central Government on 21 - 5 - 2002. 

[No . L - 40012 / 182 / 99 -IR (D .U .) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Offier 


ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
PRESENT: K .KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 260 / 200 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I. D . No . 310 / 99 ) 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clausc 
( d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub -section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), between Shri 
P . Mugesh and the Management of General Manager, 
Telecommunications ). 

BETWEEN 
Shri P .Mugesh 

: I Party Wrokman 


that Tribunal, the case has been taken on file as I.D . No . 
260 /2001 and notices were sent to the I Party /Workman and 
the counsel on record for the II Party Management, informing 
them about the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a 
direction to appear before this Tribunal on 12 .02 .2001and to 
prosecute this casc ſurther. On receipt of notice from this 
Tribunal, the counsel for the II Party Management alone 
present . Though the counsel for the I Party /Workman 
entered appcarance on 02- 3 - 2001 itself by filing his vakalal, 
the Claim Statement of the I Party /Workman was not filed . 
After the transfer of this case to the file of this Court, the I 
Party Workman had received notice from this Court had not 
chosen to appear before this Court for this case and to filc 
the Claim Statement and no representation at all for the I 
Party /Workman for this industrial dispute before this Tribunal 
except filing the Xerox copics of the documents in support 
of the claim of the I Party /Petitioner in this industrial dispute . 
The II Party Management had filed the Counter Statement 
along with the copy of the claim petition ſiled by this Pctitioner 
before the Regional Commissioner of Labour, Chennaiwhile 
raising this industrial dispute. 

When the maller came up before this Tribunal on 
01.04 . 2002, for final hearing, the counsel for thc II Party / 
Management alone was present . Neither the I parly nor his 
counsel present and there was no representation at all on the 
side of the I Party /Workman . No Claim Statement has been 
filed for the 1 Party /Workman . The learned counsel for the 
II Party / 

Management alonc has advanced his arguments. 

Upon perusing the Order of Reference in respect of 
this industrial dispute between the parties, the other material 
papers on record , copy of the statement of claim filed hy the 
I Party /Workman before the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Central, Chennai, Counter Statement tiled by the 
II Party Management, Telecom Department, Kancheepuram 
District, and the common evidence both oral and documen 
tary on either side in the batch of similiar cases and after 
hearing the arguments advanced by the learned counsel for 
the II Party /Management and upon considering all these rel 
cvant aspects, this Tribunal has passed , on merits , the 
following : - - 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above 
order of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by 
this Tribunal is as follows : 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, Tele 
communications , Kancheepuram in terminating the 
services of their workman Shri P . Mugesh is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 

2. The averments made by the I Party /Workman in 
the statement of claim filed before the Regional Labour Com 
missioner , Chennai while raising this industrial dispute are 
briefly as follows: 

The I Party /Workman Sh . P. Mugosh ( herein 
alicr relers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour 
in the II Party Management Telecom Department (herein 
after refers to as Respondent) on 13 .03. 1985 for digging , 
drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as di 
rected hy his superiors . He was paid nominal wages of Rs. 60 


AND 


The General Manager 

: II Party Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist., 
Chennai.) 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman : M /s . M . Gnanasckaran, 

C . Premavathy, Advocates 
For the Management : Sri R . Kanniappan , 

Addl. C .G .S . C . 
The Govt. of India ,Ministry of Labour in excrcise of powers 
conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and sub -section 
2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947) , have referred the concerned Industrial Dispulc for 
adjudication vide Order No. L -40012 / 182/ 99/IR (DU ) dated 
13- 10 - 1999 

This reference has been made earlier to the TamilNadu 
State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was taken on 
file as I. D . No. 310 /99 . When the maller was pending enquiry 
in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India , Ministry of Labour was 
pleased to order transfer of this case from that Tribunal to 
this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of records from 
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as daily rated wages. Though the Petitioner has been con 
tinuously working with the Respondent, and has put in 
550 number of days of service , he had not been regularised. 
The Department of Telecommunication in order to absorb 
the casual mazdoors working in the department for a long 
period formulated a Scheme known as casual mazdoors 
(Grant of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. 
The Respondenu/ Telecom Department failed to confer tem 
porary status on the Petitioner under the said Scheme, 
which is illegal and arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has 
been denied employment during 1995 and , when his ser 
vices were terminated hc was getting Rs. 60 is daily wages. 
When he approached the concerned authority for confcr 
ment of temporary status, he was informed that he will be 
taken back to duty . The Petitioner was waiting for orders 
from the Respondent Telecom Department regarding his 
re -engagement. However , he has not received any orders 
nor he was taken back to duty so far. His service was utilised 
for the regular work that is perennial in nature. Therefore, 
when the work and the necessity to engage the Petitioner 
continuous, there is no reason or justification for denying 
the employment to the Petitioner. No reason was given by 
the Respondent/Telecom Departinent for terminating the 
services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed to 
follow the principles of natural justice. No enquiry was 
conducted and the Petitioner was not given any opportu 
nity before his services were discontinued . The Petitioner 
has put in more than a decade continuous service and the 
termination of his service is in violation of the provisions 
of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Fur 
ther, the Petitioner was not given any notice or compensa 
tion in terms of the said provision of Industrial Disputes 
Act , 1947 . Hence, the action of the Respondent Department 
in terminating the services of the Petitioner without notice 
or compensation is ab initio void and the Petitioner is deemed 
to be in continuous in service and therefore, is entitled to be 
reinstated with all other service bencfits including arrears of 
hack wages. The Respondent ought to have conferred 
temporary status as per the temporary status scheme and further 
absorbed him against regular Group D post. The Respon 
dent/ Telecom Department s action in not doing so is illegal 
and arbitrary . Hence , this industrial dispute has been raised 
against thc Respondent/ Telecom Department for a decla 
ration that the order of termination is illegal and arbitrary 
and consequently for a direction to the RespondentManage 
ment to reinstate the Petitioner in service and to pay all arrears of 
back wages and all other attendant benefits . 

3 . The averments in the Statement of Objection filed 
by the II Party /Management Telecom Department, 
Chengalpet SSA arc briclly as follows: 

This Statement of Objection of the II Party /Manage 
ment has been filed as a reply to the dispute that has been 
raised by the Petitioncr/Workman before the conciliating 
authority , though he has not chosen to file any Claim State 
ment before this Tribunal. It is clearly denied in the State 
ment of Objection of the Respondent Management that the 
Petitioner /Workman was appointed as Casual Labour on 13 
( 3 -85 and he was continuously working with the Respon 
dent and terminated during 1995 and put the Petitioner to 


strict proof of the same and they have filed a xerox copy of 
the claim petition for the industrial dispute raised by the 
Petitioner/Workman before the conciliating authority. It is 
further contended in the Statement of Objection that in the 
industrial dispute raised by the Petitioner/Workman be 
fore the conciliating authority, there was no pleading about 
his engagement i.e . place of work and mode of employ 
ment and employed by whom and he has not submitted 
any service particulars either before the Labour Commis 
sioner or before this Hon ble Tribunal till date to substan 
tiate his claim made in the claim petition . In the absence of 
service particulars and in the absence of pleading , the de 
partment is unable to file in detail counter in this case . 
Therefore , it is prayed that this Hon ble Tribunal may be 
pleascd to dismiss the above claim petition . 

4 . The point for my consideration is : 
" Whether the action of the General Manager, Tele 
communications, Kancheepuram in terminating the 
service of their workman Shri P . Mugesh is legal and 

justified ? If not, to what relicf, he is entitled ?" 
Point : 

Though the Petitioner /Workman Sri P . Mugesh has 
raiscd this industrial dispute against the General Manager, 
Telecommunications , Kancheepuram Dist. demanding re 
instatement as casual mazdoor,he has not chosen to file his 
Claim Statement either before the Tamil Nadu State Indus 
trial Tribunal earlier or beforc this Tribunal after the matter 
has been transferred to the file of this Tribunal and notice to 
that effect was served on him . But the II Party Management 
alone had chosen to file the Statement, ohjecting to the claim 
made by the Petititoner/Workman by raising this industrial 
dispute against them . It is clearly denied in the Statement of 
Objection of the RespondentManagement that the Petitioner/ 
Workman was appointed as Casual Labour on 13 -03- 85 and 
he was continuously working with the Respondent and ter 
minated during 1995 and put the Petitioner to strict proof of 
the same and they have filed a xerox copy of the claim peti 
tion for the industrial dispute raised by the Petitioner /Work 
man before the conciliating authority. It is further contended 
in the Statement of Ohjection that in the industrial dispute 
raised by the Petitioner /Workman before the conciliating au 
thority, there was no pleading about his engagementi.e. place 
of work and mode of employment and employed by whom 
and hc has not submitted any service particulars either be 
fore the Labour Commissioner or before this Hon ble Tribu 
nal till date to substantiate his claim made in the claim 
petition . In the absence of service particulars and in the 
absence of pleading , the department is unable to file detail 
counter in this case . All these averments of the Respon 
dentManagement in the Statement of Objection have not 
been repudiated by thc Petitioner /Workman by let in any 
oral and documentary evidence in support of his claim he 
raised as an industrial dispute for the relief he has claimed 
against the Respondent/Management. Under such cir 
cumstances , as it is mentioned in this industrial dispute 
Schedule of Reference for the demand he made for 
reinstatement by the General Manager , Telecommunations , 
Kancheepuram , as casual mazdoor cannot be 
considered to be legal and justified . Hence, he is not 
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entitled to the relief he prayed for in this dispute against 
the II Party / Telecommunication Department, 
Kancheepuram District, Chennai . Thus , the point is an 
swered accordingly . 

5 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
I Party / 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced hy me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002 .) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Witness Examined : 
On cither side 

: None 
Exhibits Marked : 
On cither side 

: Nil 


T 


Farrent, 21 T , 2002 
07. 31. 1993. — uften fear fuf144, 1947 ( 1947 77 
14 ) 07 URI 17 a 37744 , ite or a HER FATT 
प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट 
औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण चेन्नई के पंचाट 
(HU HOT 262/2001 ) anyafeta api , a part 
21 - 5 - 2002 147 73 

( H . ( .-40012/ 183/ 99 - 3115. BR . ( 1.7.) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May , 2002 
S .O . 1993. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central Government hereby 
publishes the award (Ref.No. 262/2001) of the CentralGovernment 
Industrial TribunalLabour Court, Chennai now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the managementof Telecom Deptt .and theirworkman , 
which was received hy the Central Government on 21-5 - 2002. 

[No. L - 40012/ 183 /99- IR ( D .U . ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officr 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday , the 30th April, 2002 
Present: K .KARTHIKEYAN , 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 262/2001 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D . No. 312/ 99 ) 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
( d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub -section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), between the 
workman Sri K .Mohan and the Management of the General 
Manager , Telecommunications, Chennai). 

BETWEEN 
Shri K .Mohan 

: | Party /Wrokman 

AND 
The General Manager 

: Il Party Management 
Telecommunications , 
Kancheepuram Dist., Chennai, 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman 

M /s. M .Gnanasekar, 
C . Premavathi 
G .Manjula , 

Advocates 
For the Management i Sri R . Kanniappan , 

Addl. C .G . S . C . 


The Govt. of India, Ministry ofLabour in cxercise of powers 
conferred by clause (d ) of Sub -section 1 and Sub -section 
2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 
1947 ), havc referred the concerned Industrial Dispute for 
adjudication vide Order No. L -40012 / 182 /99 / IR (DU ) dated 
13 - 10 - 1999. 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil Nadu 
Statc Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was taken on file 
as I. D . No. 312 /99. When the matter was pending enquiry in 
that Tribunal, the Govt. of India,Ministry of Labourwas pleased 
to order transfer of this case from that Tribunal to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. On receipt of records from that Tribunal, the 
case has been taken on file as I.D . No. 262/ 2001 and notices 
were sent to the counsel on either side, informing them about 
the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction to 
appear before this Tribunal on 12 -02 -2001. On receiptofnotice 
from this Tribunal, the counsel on either side present along 
with their respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 

When the matter came up before me for final hearing 
on 01-04 -2002 , upon perusing the Claim Statement, Counter 
Statement, additional counter statement, the other material 
papers on record , the oral and documentary evidence let in 
on either side as common evidence for this case and con 
nected similar cases and after hearing the arguments advanced 
by the learned counsel for the II Party Management alone , 
this matter stood till this datc for consideration , this Tribu 
nal has passed , the following: 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, Tele 
communications, Kancheepuram in terminating the services 
of their workman Shri K .Mohan is legal and justified ? If 
not, to what relief, he is entitled ?” 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by the 
I Party /Workman are briefly as follows: - 

The I Party /Workman Sh . K . Mohan (herein 
after refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual labour in 
the II Party Management Telecom Department (hereinafter 
refers to as Respondent) in 1- 11 - 1984 for digging, drawing 
wires , laying posts and for other allied jobs as directed by 
his superiors . He was paid nominal wages of Rs.6 .50 as daily 
rated wages. Though the Petitioner has been continuously 
working with the Respondent, and has put in 1754 number 
of days of service, he had not been regularised . The Depart 
ment of Telecommunication in order to absorb the casual 
mazdoors working in the department for a long period for 
mulated a Schemeknown as casualmazdoors (Grantof Tem 
porary Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The Respondenu 
Telecom Department failed to confer temporary status on 
the Petitioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal and 
arbitrary . The I Party / 

Workman has been denied employ 
ment w .e.f. 25 -05 - 1995 and , when his services were tormi 
nated he was getting Rs.60 /- as daily wages . When he 
approached the concerned authority for conferment of 
temporary status, he was informed that he will be taken back 
to duty. The Petitioner was waiting for orders from the 
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Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding his re -engage 
ment. However, he has not received any orders nor he was 
taken back to duty so far. His service was utilised for the 
regular work that is perennial in nature . Therefore, when the 
work and the necessity to engage the Petitioner continuous, 
there is no reason or justification for denying the employment 
to the Petitioner. No reason was given by the Respondent 
Telecom Department for terminating the services of the Peti 
tioner and the Respondent failed to follow the principles of 
natural justice. No enquiry was conducted and the Petitioner 
was not given any opportunity before his services were dis 
continued . The Petitioner has put in more than a decade con 
tinuous service and the termination of his service is in viola 
tion of the provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Dis 
putes Act, 1947. Further, the Petitioner was not given any 
notice or compensation in terms of the said provision of In 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Hence , the action of the Respon 
dent Department in terminating the services of the Petitioner 
without notice or compensation is ab initio void and the Peti 
tioner is deemed to be in continuous in service and therefore , 
is entitled to be reinstated with all other service benefits in 
cluding arrears of hack wages . Thc Respondent ought 10 
have conferred temporary status as per the temporary status 
scheme and further absorbed him against regular Group D 
post. The Respondent/ Telecom Department s action in not 
doing so is illegal and arbitrary . Hence , this industrial dispute 
has been raised against the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
for a declaration that the order of termination dated 25.5 .1995 
is illegal and arbitrary and conscquently for a direction to the 
Respondent/Management to reinstate the Pctitioner in ser 
vice w .e.f. 25 -5 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and 
all other attendant benefits . 

3 . The II Party /management Telecom Department has 
filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter Statment 
denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim State 
ment about his appointment as Casual Labour in 1. 11. 1984 
and his contention about continuous working with the Re 
spondcnt/Department for a period of 1754 number of days 
service and alleged termination of the Petitioner from ser 
vice on 25 .05 . 1995. It is further allaged that the petitioner 
was engaged purely on casual basis for unskilled work i.e . 
to carry out digging, drawing out wires , laying posts and for 
other casual works on daily rated wages for a short spell 
during 1995 (26 .02 .95 to 26 .05 . 95 ) for a period of 89 days 
only . The Department used to engaged the Petitioner as and 
when there was work . In 1989 , a scheme called Grant of 
Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was introduced for 
the Casual Labourers who actually worked . The essential 
conditions of the Scheme are : 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 
to 31. 3 . 1985 ; 

2 . He should be currently employed on the date of the 
implementation of Scheme i.e. 01.10 .89 ; 

3 . He should have put in 240 days continuous service 
in any one of the preceding years prior to 01 . 10 .1989; and 

4 . There should not be be a brcak for a period ofmore 
than one year 
The petitioner was directed to furnish the service particulars 
to grant temporary status and the petitioner also furnished 


the service particulars . Since the petitioner did not fulfil all 
the aforesaid mandatory conditions he could not be grant 
TSM status. The service particulars submitted by the Peti 
tioner were scrutinized and found to be bogus. The peti 
tioner had produced false service certificates with a view 
to get the benefits like rcgularisation etc . from the deparl 
meni. so , the department did not consider the claim of the 
petitioner . The alleged work done by the Petitioner is not 
skilled and perennial in nature. As on date, the department 
is not cngaging Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any 
purpose and also not doing such type of work as done by 
the Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, 
there is no scope for the Petitioner for his re -employment in 
the Respondent/Telecom Department. The Petitioner was 
engaged on casual basis as and when required by the de 
partment, hence , he is not cligible for reinstatement as per 
the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme. 
Hence , it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunalmay be pleased 
to dismiss the claim petition . 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
leamcd counselon either side represented that this case along 
with the similar industrial disputes raised by the workmen 
like the Pctitioner pending enquiry before this Tribunal for 
adjudication can be tricd together jointly and the evidence 
given in I.D .No . 156 / 2001 on either side can be treated as 
common evidence for all these cascs. On the side of the 
Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner in 
I.D .No. 156 /2001, and Sri K .Mohan , Petitioner in I. D . No .262/ 
2001 have been examined as WWIand WW2 respectively , 
As per the memo filed by the learned counsel for the 
Respondent/Management, the evidence given by one 
Divisional Engincer, Mr. P . Chandrasekar, who has been 
examined as a common witness MW1 in I. D . No. 11/2001, 
has been treated as a common evidence for this case and 
other similar connected cases. On the side of the Petitioner, 
the Xerox copy of the service certificates have been marked 
as common Workmen exhibits. On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate of 
WWI filed before the conciliating authority carlier and the 
Xerox copies of the originalmuster rolls which are mentioned 
in those Service certificates under Ex .W1 to W3 have been 
marked as Ex . MI,M2 to M75 . The Icarned counsel for the 
II Party Management has advanced his arguments . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is 
" Whether the action of the GeneralManager , Telecom , 
Kancheepuram in terminating the services of their 
workman Shri K . Mohan is lagal and justified ? If 

not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 
Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per the 
request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint trial of 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been conducted 
Two out of these Petitioners have been examined as WW1 
and WW2. Wiscrics ,W2 and W3 series , the service certifi 
calcs of WW1 and WW2 respectively have been marked . 
On the side of the Managcment the Xerox copy of the ser 
vices certificate of WW 1 filed before the conciliating au 
thority earlier and the Xerox copics of the original muster 
rolls which are mentioned in thosc Service certificates under 
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Ex .WI10 W3 have been marked as Ex .MI,M2 to M75 . Apart 
from these ducuments the other Petitioners also filed in 
Court individually in their respective cases as the service 
certificates issued to them mentioning their service par 
ticulars , which are remained unmarked documents . The 
common claim made by all these Petitioners in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent/Telecom 
Department is that the termination of the 
Pctitioners from service hy the RespondentManagement is 
illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the Respon 
dentManagement from the date of their respective termina 
tion from service as mentioned in their respective Claim State 
ments. They have raised these claims based on the service 
records. They were filed into Court in their respective cases. 
WW1 and WW2 have spoken about their respective service 
certificates they have filed into Court in their 
respective cases. In the cross examination of both the 
Petitioners WW1 and WW2, they have admitted that they 
have given their service particulars to the Respondent/De 
partment as per the direction of the department for 
consideration to confer termporary status mazdoors only . It 
is thcir further contention in the evidence that at the incep 
tion when theymet the Telecom people , who were doing the 
work of the department near their house , 
requested those permanent employees of the Respondenu 
Telecom Department like lineman to give them work and as 
per their direction they went to see the Assistant 
Engineer, and requested him to provide work in the 
Respondent/Department. WW1 and WW2 who have 
deposed as common witnesses for these petitioners have 
stated in the cross examination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and they 
have not mentioned so in their carlier Claim 
Statements filed hefore the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings . They ſur 
ther say that they do not know the name of the Assistant 
Engincer , whom they met and asked for work . It is their fur 
ther evidence , that they used to get the wages by signing the 
muster rolls and the numbers of muster rolls mentioned in 
their respective service certificates are truc and correct and 
their respective names are available in thosc originalmuster 
rolls mentioned in their respective service certificates. They 
further say in the cross examination that they mentioned in 
their respective Claim Statements that they were given ser 
vice certificates by the Assistant Engineer for the days they 
worked in the RespondentDepartment. They have also de 
nied the suggestion in the cross examination , 
that the service certificates produced by these Pctitioners in 
their respective cases are all false certificates and they were 
created by them . They have also denied the 
suggestion that they have not worked in the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for the period they have mentioned by 
days in their respective Claim Statements. On the side of the 
Respondent/Management, the cvidence given hy Divisional 
Enginccr , one Mr. P . Chandrasekar as MWI earlier has been 
treated as common evidence for this case and similar con 
nected other cases as per the memo filed by the learned coun 
sel for the RespondentManagement. According to the Peti 


tioner, he was engaged by the Respondent/Management 
Department of Telecommunication as casual mazdoor in 
the year 1984 and worked continuously till 1995 as he has 
stated in his Claim Statement. It is his further allegation in 
the Claim Stalement that all of a sudden he was terminated 
and the action of the Respondent Management, Telecom 
munication Department in terminating him from service in 
not following the provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. Since the said action 
of the Respondent/Management is illegal, he must be 
reinstated in service by the RespondentManagement from 
the date of the alleged termination of service in the year 1995 . 
But it is the contention of the Respondent Management and 
also the evidence of MW1 that service certificates filed by 
thc Petitioners are all false and created by themselves and 
they have notmentioned anything with regard to availability 
of service certificates in their Claim Statements. The learned 
counsel for the Respondent Managementwould further con 
tend that in the Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing 
has been mentioned as to who appoint them and where they 
have worked and who in the Respondent Department has 
terminated them from service. There is no appointment or 
der as well as the termination order passed by the 
Respondent/Management for this Petitioner to claim that he 
was appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Department and 
he was terminated against the provisions of Industrial Dis 
putes Act , 1947 . According to the Management of Telecom 
Department,these people were engaged in the year 1995 and 
some persons were engaged at the end of 1994 for assisting 
the regular staff of the Respondent Telecom Department for 
laying the cables,and erecting poles and other connected 
casual works . It is the specific stand of the Respondent/Man 
agement that all these Petitioners have not worked for 240 
days and in the Counter Statement filed by the Respondent/ 
Management in their respective cases, the days for which 
the concerned Petitioner had worked in the RespondentDc 
partment has been clearly given . It is their further conten 
tion that service certificates relied upon by these Petitioners 
as issued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom De 
partment were not issued by the department and they were 
created by the Petitioners themselves and the 
particulars of the alleged service in the Telecom Department 
mentioned in the service certificates said to have been issued 
by the officials of the Respondent/Department from 1984 to 
1995 are all bogus. By sufficient documentary evidence, evi 
dence through Ex . M2 to M75 original muster rolls in the 
cross cxamination of WW1 and WW2 and through the com 
mon evidence of MWI it has been established that the par 
ticulars given in the service certificates by the Petitioners are 
bogus. WW1 and WW2have clearly admitted in their cross 
cxamination when their attention have been drawn to the en 
tries in the originalmuster rolls mentioned in their service 
certificates that their names have not been available in the 
original muster rolls , maintained by the Telecom 
Department. The xerox copy of those muster rolls have been 
cxhibited on the side of the RespondentManagement as Man 
agement Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the cross examination of the 
common witness for the Management MWI, no sugges 
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tion is put to him about the work of the Petition for 240 
days in the Telecom Department. No suggestion was put 
in the cross examination of MWI that the particulars fur 
nished in the service certificates produced hy the Petition 
ers are not bogus but they are genuine. On the side of the 
Petitioners, no one has been examined as a witness to prove 
the service certificates they are ic ! :n upo . . The officials 
in the Telecom Department, who said i tirane issued those 
certificates have not been examined by the Petitioners to 
prove their respective service certificates. From these com 
mon evidence available, it is seen that these Petitioners 
Dove trivitorlew days by assisting the regular staff of 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying out the 
department.pl . is Cantal Labourers . From the avail 
able evider . anas seen in these Petitioners were 
engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular 
departmental workmen for the seasonal work of the 
department they were attending and they cre disengaged 
on completion of the particular work . 

T h is it is seen 
that the contention of the Periiiones in the Lidin 
Statement that the work will be available always and it is 
perennial type ofwork are all false . The Petitioners who have 
been examined as common witnesses for workmen as WW1 
and WW2 have admitted that they cre 
engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the de 
partment only to assist them for doing the 
departmental work as and when it was necessary . From the 
evidence available in this case , it is seen that 
Petitioners who have been working as casual mazdoors lem 
porarily by assisting the regular and permanent staff of Re 
spondent/ Telecom Department have disengaged , since the 
work they were attended were completed and there was 
further work for them to do. So from themn* ... available 
in this case by way of chili in evidence , it is clearly 
established by the Respondent Management by production 
of original muster rolls which have been reffered to in 
service certificates of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have 
never worked as Casual Labourers under those 
muster rolls for the said period and have not been paid wages 
by the department. From this , it is seen as 
contended by the learned counsel for the RespondentMan 
agement in his argument that the particulars given in the ser 
vice certificates produced by the Petitioners are not truc par 
ticulars but thcy arc bogus certificates . If really, the particu 
lars given in the service certificates relied upon by the Peti 
tioners are true the respondentdepartment would have granted 
them temporary status mazdoors for Casual Labourers . From 
the evidence available in these cases, it is abundantly proved 
by the Respondent Department these Petitioners have not 
worked continuously from 1984 to 1995 . Further, it is seen 
from the cvicence available that the Petitioner was engaged 
by the department as Casual Labourer only for a short period 
as and when required and he was given wages on daily rated 
basis . It is the evidence of MW I that the work thc Pctitioners 
were doing as Casual Labourers was only seasonal work and 
it was not a continuous one and it is not available all through 
the year. It cannot be denied that the work these 
Petitioners attended as Casual Labourers in the Respondent 


Management department were only development work like 
opening new telephone exchanges and strengthening the 
existing exchanges and they were done as project works 
and on completion of that work , these Petitioners have no 
work in the department to continue in service . It is the 
definite evidence of MWI that on checking the service 
particulars given by the Petitioners, the department has 
found that the particulars they furnished are not true and 
they were found to be bogus. All these things cannot be 
denied . It has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by 
the Respondent Management by relevant documents that 
the names of the Petitioners were not available in the origi 
nal muster rolls that has been mentioned in their service 
certificates . From this, it is established that the particulars 
given in their service certificates are false . No date of issue 
of those service certificates is available in the service cer 
tificates. The Petitioners who have been examined as com 
mon witnesses for these Petitioners as WW1 and WW2 
also have not stated in their evidence , the dates on which 
they were issued those service certificates by the con 

crned officials in the department. If they were really is . 
sucd by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment as a record for their service in the department, the 
Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all these 
things in their respective Claim Statements . The non -men 
tion of the same in their Claim Statements and the produc 
tion of these certificates without any base during trial of 
the cases before this Tribunal go to show that these Peti 
tioners have created them for the purpose of these cares as 
the RespondentManagement contends it. From the avail 
able materials , it is seen that the RespondentManagement 
in regular course did not employ Petitioners and they were 
intuiron indenendent world, nu thc unestilt of retrench 
ment liom service does not at all lisc , So under such cir 
cumstances, the question of Respondents not following 
the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the 
issuance of prior notice and compensation under section 
25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all arise. As 
per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court , the Peti 
tioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable , legal 
evidence that he has worked in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department as a Casual Labour for a continuous period of 
240 days preceding the date on which they have been 
disengaged from work . In the absence of such evidence on 
the side of the Petitioner, it can be concluded that they 
have no right to claim even conferment of temporary sta 
tus of casual mazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in 
service in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. So , under 
such circumstances, from the available materials it is seen 
that the action of the Management of Telecom Department 
in not engaging these Petitioners as casualmazdoors , sub 
sequent to completion of work for which they have en 
gaged is legal and justified . Hence , this Petitioner is not 
entitled to the relief he prayed for in his Claim Statement. 
Thus, the point is answered accordingly. 

6 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement. No Cost. 
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(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002.) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W . W .1 - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I. D . 156 / 2001) 
W . W . 2 - Sh . K . Mohan ( Pctitioner in I. D . 262/2001 ) 
For the II Party Management: - 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P . Chandrasekar DE (Legal & Commercial) 

Examined in I. D .No. 11/ 2001 and has taken as 

Common evidence in this case . 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WI Series( 7 ) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners , 
W2 - Original Scrvice Note Book . 
W3 Series( 7 ) · Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Pctitioners . 
For the II Party /Management: 
MI - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners . 
M2 - 

Xerox copy of M .R . No.05850 
Xerox copy of M .R . No.05851 
Xerox copy of M . R . No.07188 
Xerox copy of M . R . No.07193 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19/04693 
M7 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 3/06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 9 /06114 
M10 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
M11 - Xerox copy of M . R .No . 6706115 
M12 . Xerox copyof M .R .No. 5 /06115 
MJ 3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 18 / 06115 
M14 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 1/08511 
M15 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /07289 

M 16 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /4431 
MI8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /15 948 
M19 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 15 /06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 21 /06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11 /08514 
M25 - Xerox copy of M .R . No , 15 /20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 / 20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/ 20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03/ 20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 02 / 20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/ 20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20869 
M33 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /4 
M37 . Xerox copy of M . R , No . 14 / 4 
M38 

Xerox copy of M .R . No . 4 /5 


M39 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7/5 
M40 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 / 5 
M41 . - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11 /5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 17 /5 
M43 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22/ 5 
M44 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 4 /59 
M45 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 8 /06216 
M47 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /4427 
M49 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
M50 - Xerox copy of M .R .No . 9 /06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 6706115 
M53 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 1 /08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 2 /08511 
M56 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22/08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 /08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 / 08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 /20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /20861 
M62 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/ 20863 
M64 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 19 /20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11 /20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 09 /20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03/20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 14 /20867 
M69 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 02 / 20868 
M70 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
M71 Xerox copy of MR. No. 06 /21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13/ 27 
M73 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /29 
M74 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /29 
M75 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 20 / 29 

7 forrett, 21 FS, 2002 
T.37 . 1994. - 31uitias far fyf24, 1947 ( 1947 ofil 
14 ) TURI 17 de 3751HRU , * 3114 Chr Cr Har fyrir 
प्रबंधतंत्र के संबंद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट 

औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण चेन्नई के पंचाट 
( HGH FCA 261/ 2001) yohlfara aficio, 
21 - 5 - 2002 919 31 1 

( # . 794 -40012/184/99 — 3774. 311 ( H .q.) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डेस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May , 2002 
S .O . 1994 . — In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act , 1947 ( 14 of 1947), the CentralGovernment hereby 
publishes the award ( Ref. No. 261/ 2001) of the Central 
Govomment Industrial Tribunal LabourCourt Chennai now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
cmployers in relation to the management of Telecom Deptt . 
and and their workman , which was received by the Central 
Government on 21- 5 - 2002 . 

[No . L - 40012 / 184 / 99 -- IR (DU )] 
KULDIP RAIVERMA , Desk Officer 


5818 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JUNE 15 , 2002/ JYAISTHA 25 , 1924 


[ Part 11 


SEC . 3 (ii)] 


ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT, 

CHANNAI 

Tuesday , the 30th April , 2002 
PRESENT: 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 261/ 2001 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I. D . No. 311 /99) 
( In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d ) of sub -section ( 1) and sub -section 2 (A ) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), between the 
workman Sri P .Dakshinamoorthy and the Management of 
GeneralManager, Telecommunications , Chennai). 

BETWEEN 
Shri P .Dakshinamoorthy : I Party /Wrokman 

AND 
The General Manager 

· II Party Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist ., 
Chennai. 
APPEARNANCE : 
For the Workman : M /s . M . Gnanasekaran , 

C . Premavathi & 

G .Manjula , 

Advocates 
For the Management 

: Sri R . Kanniappan , 

Addl. C .G . S. C . 
The Govt. of India , Ministry of Labour in exercise of 
powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub 
section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
14 of 1947 ) , have referred the concerned Industrial Dispute 
or adjudication vide Order No. L -40012 /184 / 99/ R (DU ) 
ated 13- 10 - 1999 . 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil Nadu 
State Industrial Tribunal , Chennai, where it was taken on file 
as I.D .No. 311/99. When the matter was pending enquiry in 
that Tribunal,the Govt. of India ,Ministry of Labourwaspleased 
to order transfer of this case from that Tribunal to this Tribunal 
or adjudication . On receipt of records from that Tribunal, the 
ase has been taken on file as I. D . No. 261 /2001 and notices 
were sent to the counsel on either side, inforining them about 
the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction to 
appear before this Tribunal on 12 .02 .2001 . On receiptofnotice 
from this Tribunal, the counsel on either side present along 
ith their respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 

When thematter came up before me for final hearing on 
( 4 - 2002, upon perusing the Claim Statement, Counter 

$ ment, additional counter statement, the other material 
p s on record , the oral and documentry evidence let in on 
est ide as common evidence for this case and connected 
s nil cases and after hearing the arguments advanced by the 
1 m ounsel for the II Party Management alone , this matter 

od ver till this date for consideration , this Tribunal has 
pse the following — 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt, for adjudication by this 
T bun al is as follows: 


" Whether the demand of the workman 
Sh . P . Dakshinamoorthy for reinstatement by the 
GeneralManager, Telecommunications, Chengalpattu 
as casual mazdoor is legal and justified ? If not, to 
what relief, is he entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by the 
I Party /Workman are briefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sh .P . Dakshinamoorth (herein 
after refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual labour in 
the II Party /Management Telecom Department (hereinafter 
refers to as Respondent) in 10 -3- 1985 for digging, drawing 
wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as direcied hy 
his supcriors . He was paid nominal wages of Rs.6 .50 as daily 
rated wages . Though the Petitioner has been continuously 
working with the Respondent, and has put in 1235 number 
of days of service , he had not been regularised . The 
Department of Telecommunication in order to absorb the 
casual mazdoors working in the department for a long period 
formulated a Scheme known as casualmazdoors (Grant of 
Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The 
Respondenu/Telecom Department failed to confer temporary 
status on the Petitioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal 
and arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has been denied 
cmployment w .e .f. 25 -06 - 1995 and , when his services were 
terminated he was getting Rs.60 /- as daily wages. When he 
approached the concerned authority for conferincnt of 
temporary status , he was informed that he will be taken back 
to duty . The Petitioner was waiting for orders from the 
Respondent/Telecom Department regarding his re 
engagement. However, he has not received any orders nor 
he was taken back to duty so far. His service was utilised for 
the regular work that is perennial in nature . Therefore, when 
the work and the necessity to engage thc Petitioner 
continuous , there is no reason or justification for denying 
the employment to the Petitioner. No reason was given by 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department for terminating the 
services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow 
the principles of natural justice . No cnquiry was conducted 
and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before his 
services were discontinued. The Petitioner has put in more 
than a decade continuous service and the termination of his 
service is in violation of the provisions of Section 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act , 1947. Further, the Petitioner was 
not given any notice or compensation in terms of the said 
provision ofIndustrial Disputes Act, 1947.Hence, the action 
of the Respondent/Department in terminating the services 
of the Petitioner without notice or compensation is ab initio 
void and the Petitioner is deemed to be in continuous in 
service and therefore, is entitled to be reinstated with all other 
service benefits including arrears of back wages . The 
Respondent ought to have conferred temporary status as per 
the temporary status scheme and further absorbed him against 
regular Group D post . The Respondent / Telecom 
Department s action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary, 
Hence, this industrial dispute has been raised against the 
Rcspondent/ Telecom Department for a declaration that the 
order of termination dated 25 -06 - 1995 is illegal and arbitrary 
and consequently for a direction to the Respondent/ 
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Management to reinstate the Petitioner in service w .e .f. 
25 -06 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits . 

3. The Il Party /management Telecom Department has 
filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter Statment 
denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement about his appointment as Casual Labour in 
10 .03 .1985 and his contention about continuous working 
with Respondent/Department for a period of 1235 number 
of days of service and the alleged termination of the Petitioner 
from service on 25 .06 . 1995 . It is further alleged that the 
petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis for unskilled 
work i.e. to carry out digging, drawing out wires, laying 
posts and for other csual works on daily rated wages for a 
short spell during 1995 for a period of 120 days only . The 
Department used to engaged the Petitioner as and when there 
was work . In 1989 , a Scheme called Grant of Temporary 
Status to Casual Labourers was introduced for the casual 
Labourers who actually worked . The essential conditions of 
the Scheme are : 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 
lo 31. 3 . 1985 ; 

2 . He should be currently employed on the daic of the 
implementation of Scheme i.e. 01 .10 .89 ; 

3 . He should hav cput in 240 days continuous service 
in any one of the preceding years prior to 01. 10 .1989; and 

4 . There should not bebe a break for a period of more 
than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner also 
furnished the service particulars . Since thc petitioner did not 
fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he could not be 
granted TSM status. The service particulars submitted by 
the Petitioner were scrutinized and found to be bogus. The 
petitioner had produced falls service certificates with a view 
to get the benefits like regularisation etc. from the department, 
So , the department did not consider the claim of the petitioner . 
The alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled and 
perennial in nature .Ason date ,the department is not engaging 
Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any purpose and also 
not doing such type of work as done by the Petitioner. since 
ther is no work and there is no post, there is no scope for the 
Petitioner for his re - employment in the Respondent/Telecom 
Department, thc Pctitioner was engaged on casual basis as 
and when required by the department, hence, he is not eligible 
for reinstatement as per the law and as well as Temporary 
Status Mazdoor Scheme. Hence , it is prayed that the Hon ble 
Tribunalmay be pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this case along 
with the similar industrial disputes raised by the workmen 
like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this Tribunal for 
adjudication can be tried together jointly and the evidence 
given in I.D .No. 156 /2001 on cither side treated as common 
evidence for all these cases. On the side of the Petitioner/ 
Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner in LD .No.156 / 2001 , 
and Sri K .Mohan , Petitioner in I. D .No. 262 /2001 have been 
examined as WW1and WW2 respectively . As per the memo 


filed by the learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management, the evidence given by one Divisional 
Engincer, Mr. P. Chandrasekar, who has been examined as a 
common witness MW1in I. D .No. 11/ 2001,has been treated 
as a common evidence for this case and other similar 
connected cases . On the side of the Petitioner, the xerox 
copy of the service certificates have been marked as 
common Workmen exhibits. On the side of the Management 
ihc Xerox copy of the services certificate of WWI filed 
before the conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox 
copics of the original mustor rolls which are mentioned in 
those Service certificates under Ex .Wl to W3 have been 
.marked as Ex .MI, M2 10 M75 . The learned counsel for the 
II Party Management has advanced his arguments . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is 
" Whether the demand of the workman 
Sh . P . Dakshinamoorthy for reinstatement by the 
GeneralManager Telecommunications, Chengalpattu 
as casual mazdoor is legal and justified ? If not, to 
what relief, he is entitled ?" 
Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry, as per the 
request of the learned counsel on either side , a joint trial of 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been conducted 
Two out of these Petitioners have been examined as WWI 
and WW2.W1series,W2 and W3 series, the service certifi 
cates of WWI and WW2 respectively have been marked . 
On the side of the Management the Xerox copy of the ser 
vices certificate of WWI filed before the conciliating au 
thority earlier and the Xerox copies of the original muster 
rolls which are mentioned in thosc Service certificates under 
Ex,W1to W3 have been marked as Ex.MI,M2 to M75 . Apart 
from these documents the other Petitioners also filed in Court 
individually in their respective cases as the service certifi 
cates issued to them mentioning their service particulars , 
which are remained unmarked documents. The 
common claim made by all these Petitioners in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department is that the termination of the 
Petitioners from service by the RespondentManagement is 
illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the Respon 
dent/Management from the date of their 
respective termination from service asmentioned in their re 
spective Claim Statements . They have raised these claims 
based on the service records. They were filed into Court in 
thcir respective cases , WW1 and WW2 have spoken about 
their respective service certificates they have filed into 
Court in their respective cases. In the cross examination of 
both the Petitioners WW1 and WW2, they have admitted 
that thcy have given their service particulars to the Respon 
dent/Department as per the direction of the department for 
consideration to confer termporary status mazdoors only. It is 
their further contention in the evidence that at the inception 
when they met the Telecom people, who were doing the work 
of the department near thcir housc, requested those perma 
nent employees of the Respondent/ Telecom Department like 
lineman to give them work and as per their direction they went 
to see the Assistant Engineer, and requested him 
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to provide work in the Respondent Department. WW1 
and WW2 who have deposed as common witnesses for 
these Petitioners have stated in the cross examination that 
they have not mentioned all these things in their Claim 
Stalements and they have not mentioned so in their earlier 
Claim Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner 
of Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
further say that they do not know the name of the Assis 
tant Engineer , whom they met and asked for work . It is their 
further evidence , that they used to get the wages by sign 
ing the muster rolls and the numbers of inuster rolls men 
tioned in their respective service certificates are true and 
correct and their respective names are available in those 
original muster rolls mentioned in thcir respective service 
certificates . They further say in the cross examination that 
they mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that 
they were given service certificates by the Assistant Engi 
neer for the days they worked in the Respondent Depart 
ment. They have also denied the suggestion in the cross 
examination , that the service certificates produced by these 
Petitioners in their respective cases are all false certificates 
and they were created by them . They have also denied the 
suggestion that thcy have not worked in the Respondent 
Telecom Department for the period they have mentioned by 
days in their respective Claim Statements. On the side of the 
Respondent/Management, the evidence given by Divisional 
Engineer, one Mr. P . Chandrasekar as MW1 carlier has been 
treated as common evidence for this case and similar con 
nected other cases as per the memo filed by the learned coun 
sel for the Respondent Management. According to the Peti 
tioner, he was engaged by the Respondent/Management 
Department of Telecommunication as casual inazdoor in the 
ycar 1985 and worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated 
in his Claim Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim 
Statement that all of a sudden he was terminated and the 
action of the RespondentManagement, Telecommunication 
Department in terminating him from service in not 
following the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 
is ab initio void and illegal. Since the said action of the Re 
spondent Management is illegal, he must be 
reinstated in service by the RespondentManagement from 
the date of the alleged termination ofservice in the year 1995 . 
But it is the contention of the Respondent Management and 
also the evidence of MW1 that service certificates filed by 
the Petitioners are all false and created by themselves and 
they have not mentioned anything with regard to availability 
ofservice certificates in their Claim Statements . The learned 
counsel for the Respondent/Managementwould further con 
tend that in the Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing 
has been mentioned as to who appoint them and where they 
have worked and who in the Respondent Department has 
terminated them from service . There is no appointment or 
der as well as the termination order passed by the 
RespondentManagement for these Petitioners to claim that 
he was appointed by the Respondent / Telecom 
Department and he was iciminated against the provisions 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . According to the 
Management of Telecom Department, these people were 


engaged in the year 1995 and some persons were engaged 
at the end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the 
Respondent/Telecom Department for laying the cables, and 
erecting poles and other connected casual works. It is the 
specific stand of the Respondent/Management that all 
these Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the 
Counter Statement filed by the Respondent/Management 
in their respective cascs , the days for which the concerned 
Petitioner had worked in the Respondent/Department has 
been clearly given . It is their further contention that ser 
vice certificates relied upon by these Petitioners as issued 
by the officials of the Respondent/Telecom Department 
were not issued by the department and they were created 
by the Petitioners themselves and the particulars of the 
alleged service in the Telecom Department mentioned in 
the service certificates said to have been issued by the 
officials of the Respondent/Department from 1984 to 1995 
are all bogus . By sufficient documentary evidence , cvi 
dence through Ex .M2 to M75 original muster rolls in the 
cross examination of ww1 and WW2 and through the 
common evidence ofMW1 it has been established that the 
particulars given in the service certificates by the Petition 
crs are bogus, WW1 and WW2 have clearly admitted in 
their cross examination when their allention have been 
drawn to the entries in the original muster rolls mentioned 
in their service certificates that their names have not been 
available in the original muster rolls , maintained by the 
Telecom Department. The xerox copy of those muster rolls 
have been exhibited on the side of the Respondent/Man 
agement as Management Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the cross 
examination of the common witness for the Management 
MW1, no suggestion is put to him about the work of the 
Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department. No sug 
gestion was put in the cross examination of MW1 that the 
particulars furnished in the service certificates produced 
hy the Petitioners are not bogus but they are genuine. On 
the side of the Petitioners , no one has been examined as a 
witness to prove the service certificates they are relying 
upon . The officials in the Telecom Department , who said to 
have issued those certificates have not been examined by 
the Petitioners to prove their respective service certificates, 
From these common evidence available , it is seen that these 
Petitioners have worked for few days hy assisting the regu 
lar staff of the Respondent/Telecom Department in carry 
ing out the departmental work as Casual Labourers . From 
the available evidence, it is seen that these Petitioners were 
engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular departmental 
workmen for the seasonal work of the department they 
were attending and thcy were disengaged on completion 
of the particular work . From this it is seen that the conten 
lion of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement that the work 
will be available always and it is perennial type of work are 
all false . The Petitioners who have been examined as com 
mon witnesses for workmen as WWland WW2 have ad 
mitted that they wereengaged as Casual Labourers by the 
regular staff of the department only to assist them for do 
ing the departmental work as and when it was necessary . 
From the evidence available in this case , it is seen that 
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Petitioners who have been working as casual mazdoors 
temporarily by assisting the regular and permanent staff of 
Respondent/ Telecom Department have disengaged , since 
the work they were attended were completed and there 
was no further work for them to do . So from the materials 
available in this case by way of exhibits and evidence, it is 
clearly established by the Respondent/Management by 
production of original muster rolls which have been re 
ferred to inservice certificates of the Petitioners that the 
Petitioners have never worked as Casual Labourers under 
those muster rolls for the said period and have not been 
paid wages by the department. From this, it is seen as 
contended by the learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management in his argument that the particulars given in 
the service certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
truc particulars but they are bogus certificates. If 
rcally , the particulars given in the service certificates 
relied upon by the Petitioners are true , the Respondent/ 
Department would have granted them tcmporary status 
mazdoors for Casual Labourers . From the evidence avail 
able in these cases, it is abundantly proved by the Respon 
dent /Department that these Petitioners have not worked con 
tinuously from 1985 to 1995 . Further , it is seen from the 
cvidence available that thc Pctitioners were engaged by the 
department as Casual Labourers only for the short period as 
and when required and he was given wages on daily rated 
basis . It is the evidence ofMW 1 that the work the Petition 
ers were doing as Casual Labourers was only seasonal work 
and it was not a continuous one and it is not available all 
through the year. It cannot be dcnicd that the work these 
Petitioners attended as Casual Labourers in the Respondent/ 
Management departinent were only development work like 
opening new telephone cxchanges and strengthening the 
cxisting exchanges and they were done as project works and 
on completion of that work , these Petitioners have no work 
in the department to continue in service . It is the definite 
evidence of MWI that on checking the service particulars 
given by the Petitioners, the department has found that the 
particulars they furnished are not true and they were found 
to be bogus . All these things cannot be denied . It has been 
demonstrated before this Tubunal by the Respondent/Man 
agement by relevant documents that the names of the Peti 
tioners were not available in the original muster rolls that 
has been mentioned in their service certificates . From this , it 
is established that the particulars given in their service cer 
tificates are false. No date of issue of those service certifi 
cates is available in the service certificates . Thc Petitioners 
who have becn cxamined as common witnesses for thesc 
Pctitioners as WW1 and WW2 also have not stated in their 
evidence, the dates on which they were issued those service 
certificates by the concerned officials in the department. If 
they were really issued by the officials of the Respondent 
Telecom Department as a record for their service in the 
department, the Petitioner would not have been failed to men 
tion all these things in their respective Claim 
Statements . The non -mention of the same in their Claim State 
ments and the production of these certificates 
without any base during trial of the cases before this 
Tribunal go to show that these Petitioners have created them 


for the purpose of these casts as the RespondentManage 
ment contends it . From the available materials , it is seen 
that the RespondentManagement in regular course did not 
employ Petitioners and they were not given 
independent work , so the question of retrenchment from scr 
vice does not at all arise . So under such circumstances , the 
question of Respondents not following the provisions of In 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior notice 
and compensation under section 25F of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 will not at all arise. As per the recent decisions of 
the Supreme Court, ihc Petitioner has to prove conclusively 
with acceptable , legal evidence that he has worked in the 
Respondent Telecom Department as a Casual Labour for a 
continuous period of 240 days preceding the date on which 
they have been disengaged from work . In the absence of such 
evidence on the side of the Petitioner, it can be concluded 
that they have no right to claim even conferment of 
temporary status of casualmazdoors and also to claim rcin 
statement in service in the Respondent / Telecom 
Department. So , under such circumstances, from the 
available materials it is seen that the action of the 
Management of Telecom Department in nol engaging these 
Petitioners as casualmazdoors , subsequent to completion of 
work for which they have engaged is legal and justified . 
Hence, this Petitioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed 
for in his Claim Statement. Thus , the point is answered ac 
cordingly . 

6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer , transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002.) 

K , KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party / 

Workmen : 
W . W .1 - Sh . K . Umapathy ( Petitioner in I.D . 156 / 2001) 
W . W . 2 - Sh . K .Mohan ( Petitioner in I. D . 262 /2001) 
For the II Party Management: 
M . W . I - Sh . P . Chandrasekar [DE (Legal & Commercial)] 

Examined in J.D .No. 11/2001 and has taken as 

Common evidence in this case . 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W1Series(7 ) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners . 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series( 7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the Il Party /Management: 
MI - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
M2 - 

Xerox copy of M . R . No.05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.05851 
M4 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 / 04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /04693 
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M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 3/06114 

Xerox copy of M .R . No . 9/06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06114 
Mil - Xerox copy of M . R .No. 6 /06115 
M12 - Xerox copyof M . R .No. 5 /06115 
M13 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
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M31 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
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M45 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 8 / 06216 
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M51 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 18 /06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6 /06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 2 /08511 
M56 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22/08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13/08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23/08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /08513 
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M63 - Xerox .copy of M . R . No. 11 /20863 
M64 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 / 20863 
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M66 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 09/20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of M .R , No . 03 / 20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 / 20867 
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facit, 21 %, 2002 
T. 371. 1995 . - Hun forur fufp79 , 1947 ( 1947 
7 14 ) T RT 17 # 34 # HORTHAR FOYTT 
प्रबंधतंत्र के संबंद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट 

औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण, चेन्नई के पंचाट 
(HU HOA 263/2001 ) yohura dhe t , 1 H R 
21 -5 - 2002 atMG 5377 BTT 

( 8 . 16 - 40012 / 185 /99 - 3475 .377 ( 1.7 .) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 

S .O . 1995 . — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Goverment hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 263 / 
2001 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Telecom Deptt . and their workman , which 
was received by the Central Government on 21 -5 - 2002 

(No . L -40012/ 185 /99 - IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
PRESENT : 

K .KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 263/2001 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I. D .No. 313 /99 ) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clausc (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and sub -section 2 ( A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 
1947) , between the Workman Sri J . Arumugam and the 
management of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri J. Arumugam 

: I Party Workman 

AND 
The General Manager , : Il Party Management 
Telecommunications , 
Kancheepuram Dist, Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman 

: M /s. M .Gnanasekar , 
C .Premavathi & 

G .Manjula , Advocates 
For the Management : Sri R . Kanniappan Addl. 

CGSC 
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The Govt. of India , Ministry of Labour in exercise of 
powers conferred by clause (d ) of Sub - section ( 1) and Sub 
section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947 ) , have referred the concerned Industrial Dispute 
for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012/ 185 /99/1R (DU ) 
dated 13 - 10 - 1999 . 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil Nadu 
State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was taken on 
file as I.D . No. 313 /99 . When the matter was pending enquiry 
in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India ,Ministry of Labour was 
pleased to order transfer of this case from that Tribunal to 
this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of records from 
that Tribunal, the case has been taken on file as I. D . No . 
263/ 2001 and notices were sent to the counsel on either side, 
informing them about the transfer ofthis case to this Tribunal, 
with a direction to appear before this Tribunalon 12 -02 - 2001 . 
On receipt of notice from this Tribunal, the counsel on either 
side present along with their respective parties and prosecuted 
the case further. 

When the matter came up before me for final hearing 
on 01-04 - 2002, upon perusing the Claim Statement, Counter 
Statement, additional counter statement, the other 
material papers on record, the oral and documentary evidence 
let in on either side as common evidence for this case and 
the connected similar cascs and after hearing the arguments 
advanced by the learned counsel for the II Party Management 
alone , this matter having stood over till this date for 
consideration , this Tribunalhas passed the following : - 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, Telecom 
Kancheepuram in terminating the services of the workman 
Sh . J. Arumugham is legal and justified ? If not, to what relicf, 
he is entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by the 
I Party /Workman are briefly as follows: - 

The I Party /Workman Sh . J. Arumugham (herein 
after refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour in 
the II Party /Management Telecom Department (hereinafter 
refers to as Respondent) on 2 -07 - 1984 for digging , drawing 
wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as directed by 
his superiors. He was paid nominal wages ofRs.6 .50 as daily 
rated wages. Though the Petitioner has been continuously 
working with the Respondent, and has put in 1449 number 
of days of service , he had not been regularised . The 
Department of Telecommunication in order to absorb the 
casualmacdoors working in the department for a long period 
formulated a Schcmc known as casual mazdoors (Grant of 
Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The 
Respondent /Telecom Department failed to confer 
temporary status on the Petitioner under the said Scheme, 
which is illegal and arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has 
been denied employment w . c.1. 25 - 06 - 1995 and , when his 
services were terminated he was getting Rs.60 /- as daily 
wages. When he approached the concerned authority for 
conferment of temporary stalus , he was informed that he 


will be taken back to duty . The Petitioner was waiting for 
orders from the Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding 
his re-engagement. However, he has not received any orders 
nor he was taken back to duty so far. His service was utilised 
for the regular work that is perennial in nature . Therefore , 
when the work and the necessity to cngage the Petitioner 
continuous, there is no reason or justification for denying 
the employment to the Petitioner. No reason was given by 
ihc Respondent/ Telecom Department for terminating the 
services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow 
the principles of natural justice . No enquiry was conducted 
and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before his 
services were discontinued . The Petitioner has put in more 
than a decade continuous service and the termination of his 
scrvice is in violation of the provisions of Section 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Further, the Petitioner was not 
given any notice or compensation in termsof the said provision 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Hence , the action of the 
Respondent Department in terminating the services of the 
Petitioner without notice or compensation is ab initio void and 
the Petitioner is deemed to be in continuous in service and 
therefore , is entitled to be reinstated with all other service 
benefits including arrears of back wages . The Respondent ought 
to have conferred temporary status as per the temporary status 
scheme and further absorbed him against regular Group D post . 
The Respondent Telecom Department s action in not doing so 
is illegal and arbitrary . Hence, this industrial dispute has been 
raised against the Respondent/ Telecom Department for a 
declaration that the order of termination dated 25 -6 - 95 is illegal 
and arbitrary and consequently for a direction to the 
RespondentMan Igement to reinstate the Petitioner in service 
w .e. f. 25 -6 - 1995 and to pay all artcars of back wages and all 
other altendant benefits . 

3. The II Party /Management Telecom Department has 
filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter Statement 
denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement 
about his appointment as CasualLabour in 2-07- 1984 and his 
contention about continuous working with the Respondent 
Department for a period of 1449 number of days of service 
and the alleged termination of the Petitioner from service on 
25 -06 -1995 . It is further alleged that the Petitioner was engaged 
purely on casualbasis for the unskilled work i.e . to carry out 
digging , drawing out wires, laying posts and for other casual 
works on daily rated wages during 1995 for a period of 138 
days only . The department used to engage the Petitioner as 
and when there was work . In 1989 , a Scheme called Grant of 
Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was introduced for 
the Casual Labourers who actually worked . The essential 
conditions of the scheme are : - 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31 - 3 - 1985 ; 
2. He should be currently employed on the date of 

the iniplementation of Scheme i. e. 01 - 10 -89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01. 10 . 1989 ; and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one ycar. 
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The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner also 
furnished the service particulars . Since the petitioner did not 
fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he could not be 
granted TSM status. The service particulars submitted by 
the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 10 bc bogus. The 
petitioner had produced false service certificates with a view 
to get the bencfits like regularisation ctc . from the department. 
So , the department did not consider the claim of the Petitioner. 
The alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled and 
perennial in naturc . As on date , the department is not 
engaging Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any purpose 
and also not doing such type of work as donc by the 
Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, there is 
no scope for the Petitioner for his re -employment in the 
Respondent/ Tclccom Department. The Pctitioner was 
engaged on casual basis as and when required by the 
department, hence, he is not eligible for reinstatement as per 
the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme. 
Hence , it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased 
to dismiss the claim petition , 

4 .When thematter was taken up for enquiry,the learned 
counsel on either side represented that this case along with 
the similar industrial disputes raised by the workmen like the 
Petitioner pending enquiry before this Tribunal for adjudica 
tion can be tried together jointly and the evidence given in 
I.D . No. 156 /2001 on cither side can be treated as common 
evidence for all these cases . On the side of the Petitioner/ 
Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner in I. D . No. 156 /2001, 
and Sri K .Mohan , Pctitioner in I.D . No. 262 /2001 have been 
examined as WWIand WW2 respectively . As per the memo 
filed by the learned counsel for the Respondent/Manage 
ment, the evidence given by onc Divisinnal Engineer,Mr. P. 
Chandrasekar, who has been examinca a common witness 
MW1 in ID . No . 11/ 2001, has been treated as a common 
cvidence for this case and other similar connected cases . On 
the side of the Petitioner, the xerox copy of the service certifi 
catcs have been marked as cominon Workinen exhibits. On 
the side of the Management the Xerox copy of the services 
certificate of WWI filed before thc conciliating authority 
carlier and thc Xerox copics of the original muster rolls which 
are mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex.WI to 
W3 have been marked as Ex .MI, M2 Lo M75 . The leamed 
counsel for the II Party Management has advanced his ar 
guinents . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is — 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, Telecom , 
Kancheepuram in terminating the services of their workman 
Sh . J. Arumugham is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief, 
he is entitled ?"" 

Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per the 
request of the leamed counsch on cither side, a joint trial of 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been conducted 
Two out of these Petitioners have been cxammed as WWI 
and WW2 . WI series , W2 and W3 series , the service 
certificates of WWI and WW2 respectively have heen 
marked . On the side of the Management the Xerox copy of 


the services certificate of WW 1 filed before the conciliating 
authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the original muster 
rolls which are mentioned in thosc Service certificates under 
Ex.Wl to W3have been marked as Ex.MI,M2 to M75 . Apart 
from these documents the other Pctitioners also filed in Court 
individually in their respective cases as the scrvice certificates 
issued to them mentioning their service particulars , which 
are remained unmarked documents . The common claim made 
by all these Petitioners in their respective industrial dispute 
against the Respondent/ Telecom Department is that the 
termination of the Petitioners from service by the Respondent/ 
Management is illegal and they must be reinstated in service 
by the RespondentManagement from the date of their 
respective termination from service as mentioned in their 
respective Claim Statements . They have raised these claims 
based on the service records, They were filed into Court in 
their respective cases. WWI and WW2have spoken about 
their respective service ccrificates they have filed into Court 
in their respective cases. In the cross examination of beth the 
Pctitioners WW1 and WW2, they have admitted that they 
have given their service particulars to the Respondent/ 
Department as per the direction of the department for 
consideration to confer temporary status mazdoors only. It is 
their ſurther contention in the cvidence that at the inccption 
when they met thc Telecom people , who were doing the work 
of the department near their house , requested those 
permanent employees of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department like lineman to give them work and as per their 
direction they went to see the Assistant Engineer , and 
rcqucsted him to provide work in the Respondent/ 
Department.WW1 and WW2 who have deposcd as common 
witnesses for these Petitioners have stated in the cross 
exarnination that they have not mentioned all these things in 
their Claim Statements and they have not mentiored so in 
their earlier Claim Statements filed before the Regional 
Commissioner of Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation 
proceedings . They further say that they do not know the 
name of the Assistant Engineer, whom they met and asked 
for work . It is their further evidence , that they used to get the 
wages by signing the muster rolls and the numbers of muster 
rolls mentioned in their respective service certificates arc 
truc and correct and their respective nanes are available in 
those originalmuster rollsmentioned in their respective service 
certiſicales. They further say in the cross cxamination that 
they mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that they 
were given service certificates by the Assistant Engineer for 
the days they worked in the Respondent/Department. They 
have also denied the suggestion in the cross examination , 
that the service certificates produced hy these Petitioners in 
their respective cases are all false certificates and they were 
created hy them . They have also denied the suggestion that 
they have not worked in the Respondent /Telecom 
Department for the period they have mentioned hy days in 
their respective Claim Statements . On the sile of the 
RespondentManagement, the evidence given by Divisional 
Engineer , one Mr. P.Chandrasekar as MW1 carlier his been 
treated as common evidence for this casc and similar 
connected other cases as per the memo filed by the leamed 
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counsel for the Respondent/Management. According to the 
Petitioner, he was engaged by the RespondentManagement 
Department of Telecommunication as casual mazdoor in the 
year 1984 and worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated 
in his Claim Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim 
Statement that all of a sudden he was terminated and the 
action of the RespondentManagement, Telecommunication 
Department in terminating him from servicc in not following 
the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab 
initio void and illegal. Since the said action of the Respondent 
Management is illegal, he must he reinstated in service by 
the Respondent/Management from the date of the alleged 
termination ofservice in the year 1995 . But it is the contention 
of the Respondent/Management and also the evidence of 
MWI that service certificates filed by the Petitioners are all 
false and created by themselves and they have notmentioned 
anything with regard to availability of service certificates in 
their Claim Statements . The learned counsel for the 
Respondent/Management would futher contend that in the 
Claim Stalement of the Petitioners nothing has been 
mentioned as to who appoint them and where they have 
worked and who in the Respondent Department has 
terminated them from service. There is no appointment order 
as well as the termination order passed by the Respondenu 
Management for these Petitioners to claim that he was 
appointed by the Respondent/Telecom Department and he 
was tenninated against the provisions of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 . According to the Management of Telecom 
Department, these people were engaged in the year 1995 and 
some persons were engaged at the end of 1994 for assisting 
the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
laying the cables , and erecting poles and other connected 
casual works . It is the specific stand of the Respondent 
Management that all these Petitioners have not worked for 
240 days and in the Counter Statement lled by the 
RespondentManagement in their respective cases , the days 
for which the concerned Petitioner had worked in the 
Respondent Department has been clearly given . It is their 
further contention that service certificates relied upon by 
these Petitioners as issued by the officials of the Respondent 
Telecom Department were not issued hy the department and 
they were created by the Petitioners themselves and the 
particulars of the alleged service in the Telecom Depatment 
mentioned in the service certilicates said to have been issued 
by the officials of the Respondent/Department from 1984 to 
1995 arc all bogus. By sufficient documentary evidence , 
evidence through Ix.M2 to M75 originalmuster rolls in the 
CROSS examination of WWI and WW2 and through the 
common evidence of MW1 il has been established that the 
particulars given in the service certificates by the Petitioners 
are bogus. WW1 and WW2 have clearly admitted in their 
cross examination when their attention have been drawn to 
the entries in the original muster rolls mentioned in their 
service certificates that their names have not been available 
in the original muster rolls , maintained by the Telecom 
Depariment. The xcrox copy of those nusler rolls have been 
exhibited on the side of the Responder /Manguincnt as 
Munagement Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the cross cxamination 


of the common witness for the Management MWI, no 
suggestion is put to him about the work of the Petitioner for 
240 days in the Telecom Department. No suggestion was pul 
in the cross examination ofMW1that the particulars furnished 
in the service certificates produced by the Pelitioners are not 
bogus but they are genuinc. On the side of the Petitioners , 
no onc has been examined as a witness to prove the service 
cenificates they are relying upon . The officials in the Telecom 
Department, who said to have issued those certilicates have 
not been examined by the Petitioners to prove their respective 
service cenilicates. From these common evidence available , 
it is seen that these Petitioners have worked for low days by 
assisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department in carrying out the departmental work as Casual 
Labourers . From the available evidence , it is seen that these 
Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular 
departmental workmen for the seasonal work of the 
department they were attending and they were disengaged 
01 completion of the particular work . From this it is seen that 
the contention of the Pctitioner in the Claim Statement that 
the work will be available always and it is perennial type of 
work are all falso . The Petitioners who have been examined 
as common witnesses for workmen as WW1 and WW2 have 
admitted that they were engaged as Casual Labourers by the 
regular stall of the departinent only to assist them for doing 
thic ler , itmental work as and when it was necessary . From 
the evidence available in this case , it is scen that Petitioners 
who have been working as casual muzdoors temporarily hy 
assisting the regular and permanent staff of Respondenu/ 
Telecom Department have disengaged , since the work they 
were altended were completed and there was no further work 
for them to do . So from the materials avilable in this case by 
way of exhibits and evidence , it is clearly established hy the 
Respondent/Management hy production of original muster 
rolls which have been referred to in service certificates of the 
Pctitioners that the Petitioners have never worked as Casual 
Lubourers under those muster rolls for the said period and 
have not been paid wagcs by the department. I roin this , it is 
scer as contended by the leamed counsel for the Respondent 
Management in his argument that the particulars given in the 
service certificates producel by the Petitioners are not true 
particulars but they are bogus certificates . If rcally, the 
particulars given in the service certificates relied upon by the 
Petitioners are the the Respondent Department would have 
been granted temporary status mazdoors for Casual 
Labourers . From the evidence available in these cases, it is 
abundantly proved by the Respondent Department that these 
Petitioners have not worked continuously from 1984 10 1995 . 
Further, it is seen from the evidence available that the 
Petitioners were engaged by the department as Casual 
Labourers only for the short period as and when required 
and he was given wages on daily rated basis . It is the evidence 
of MWI that the work the petitioners were doing as Casual 
Labourers was only scasonal work and it was not u 
continuous one and it is not available all through the year. It 
cannot be denicd that the work these Pctitioners attended as 
Cari Label TS in the Respondent/Management 
department were only development work like opening new 
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telephone exchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges 
and they were done as project works and on completion of that 
work , these Petitioners have no work in the department to 
continue in service . It is the definite evidence of MW1 that on 
checking the service particulars given by the Petitioners , the 
department has found that the particulars they fumished are not 
true and they were found to be bogus. All these things cannot 
be denied . It has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by the 
RespondentManagement by relevant documents that the 
names of the Petitioners were not available in the originalmuster 
rolls that has been mentioned in their service certificates. From 
this, it is established that the particulars given in their service 
certificates arc false. No date of issue of those service certificates 
is available in the service certificates. The Petitioners who have 
been examined as common witnesses for these Petitioners as 
WW1 and WW2 also have not stated in their evidence, the 
dates on which they were issued those service certificates by 
the concemed officials in the department. If they were rcally 
issued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
as a record for their service in the department, the Petitioner 
would not have been failed to mention all these things in their 
respective Claim Statements . The non -mention of the same in 
their Claim Statements and the production of these certificates 
without any basc during trial of the cases before this Tribunal 
go to show that these Petitioners for the purpose of these cases 
have created them as it is contended by the Respondenu/ 
Management contends it . From the available materials , it is seen 
that the Respondent/Management in regular course did not 
employ Petitioners and they were not given independent work , 
se the question of retrenchment from service does not at all 
a ise. So under such circumstances, the question of 
F Espondents not following the provisions of Industrial Disputes 
, 1, 1947 and the issuance of prior notice and compensation 
1 er section 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all 

ic. As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court , the 

itioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable , Icgal 
¢dence that he has worked in the Respondent/ Telecom 
D -- partment as a Casual Labour for a continuous period of 240 
doys preceding the date on which they have been disengaged 
frm work . In the absence of such evidence on the side of the 
P tioner, it can be concluded that they have no right to claim 
ci in conferment of temporary status of casual mazdoors and 
a :o to claiin reinstatement in service in the Respondent/ Telecom 
I partment. So, under such circumstances, from the available 
materials it is secn that the action of the Management of Telecom 
Department in not engaging these Petitioners as casualmazdoors , 
su equent to completion of work for which they have engaged 
is le ra and justified . Hence , this Petitioner is not entitled to the 

eli e prayed for in his Claim Statement. Thus, the point is 
ans ! accordingly . 

To the result , an Award is passed holding that the Peti 
tion i t entitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim State 
met N ost. 

( tated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed by 
um on ted and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
ay ! : 31 h April, 2002.) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 


Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party / 

Workmen : 
W .WI - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I. D . 156 / 2001) 
W . W . 2 - Sh . K . Mohan ( Petitioner in I.D . 262/2001) 
For the II Party Management: - 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P . Chandrasckar (DE (Legal & Commercial) ] 

Examined in I. D .No . 11/2001 and has taken as Com 

mon evidence in this case . 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party / 

Workmen : 
WI Series ( 7 ) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners . 
W2 - Original Service Note Book , 
W3 Series (7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates issued 

in favour of Petitioners . 
For the II Party / 

Management: 
MI- Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
M2 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 05850 
M3 - 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 05851 
M4 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07193 
M6 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No . 19 / 04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 3 /06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 9 / 06114 
MIO - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06114 
MIL - Xeroxcopy of M .R .No. 6 /06115 
M12 - Xeroxcopyof M . R .No . 5 /06115 
MI 3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M15 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /07289 
M16 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /4427 
M17 - Xercx copy of M . R . No. 4 /4431 
MI 8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/ 15 948 
MI 9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M .R , No . 23 /08512 
M23 . Xcrox copy of M .R . No, 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 11/08514 
M25 - Xerox copy of M .R . No , 15 /20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
M27 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03 /20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.02 /20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20869 
M33 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23/ 20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of MR, No. 24 /2 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 14 /4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.4 /5 
M39 Xerox copy of M .R . No.7 / 5 
M40 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /5 
M41 . - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/5 
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M42 - 
M43 - 
M44 - 
M45 - 
M46 - 
M47 - 
M48 
M49 - 
M50 - 
M51 - 
M52 - 
M53 
M54 - 
M55 - 
M56 
M57 - 
M58 - 
M59 - 
M60 - 
M61 - 
M62 
M63 - 
M64 - 
M65 - 
M66 - 
M67 - 
M68 - 
M69 . 
M70 
M71 - 
M72 - 
M73 - 
M74 - 
M75 - 


Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1775 
Xerox copy of M .R . No.22/5 
Xerox copy of M .R . No.4 /59 
Xerox copy of M . R . No.04978 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 8 /06216 
Xerox copy of M . R . No.07188 
Xerox copy of M .R . No .774427 
Xerox copy of M . R . No . 15 /06117 
Xeroxcopy of M .R .No.9 /06114 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06114 
Xerox copy of M . R . No.6 /06115 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
Xerox copy of M . R . No . 1/ 08511 
Xerox copy of M . R . No.2708511 
Xerox copy of M .R . No .22/08511 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
Xerox copy of M .R . No .23/08512 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /08513 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 / 20861 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 / 20861 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /20862 
Xerox copy of M . R . No . 11/ 20863 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /20863 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/ 20864 
Xerox copy of M . R . No .09 / 20866 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03 /20867 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 /20867 
Xerox copy of M .R . No.02 /20868 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20869 
Xerox copy of M .R . No .06 / 21253 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /27 
Xerox copy of M . R . No . 19 /29 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /29 
Xerox copy of M .R . No.20 / 29 


ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBU 
NAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
Present : K . KARTHIKEYAN . Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 270 /2001 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D .No .308 / 99 ) 

( In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d ) of Sub -section ( 1) and Sub -section 2 (A ) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ,between 
theWorkman Sri A . Anbu and the managementof the General 
Manager, Telecommunications, Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri A . Anbu 

: I Party /Workman 

AND 
The General Manager, : II Party /Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist, Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman : M /s. M .Gnanasekar , 

C .Premavathi & 

G .Manjula , Advocates 
For the Management : Sri R . Kanniappan 

Addl. CGSC 
The Govt. of India , Ministry of Labour in exercise of 
powers conferred by clause (d ) of Sub -section ( 1 ) and Sub 
section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial Dispute 
for adjudication vide Order No. L -40012 /186 /99 /IR (DU ) 
dated 21 - 10 - 1999 

This reference has been made carlier to the TamilNadu 
State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was taken on 
file as I.D . No . 308 /99 . When the matter was pending enquiry 
in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India , Ministry of Labour was 
pleased to order transfer of this case from that Tribunal to 
this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of records from 
that Tribunal, the case has been taken on file as I. D . No . 
270 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel on either side , 
informing them about the transfer of this case to this Tribunal , 
with a direction to appear before this Tribunal on 12 .02 .2001 . 
On receiptofnotice from this Tribunal,the counsel on cither 
side present along with their respective partics and prosecuted 
the case further. 

When the matter came up before me for final hearing 
on 01. 04 . 2002, upon perusing the Claim Statement, Counter 
Statement, additional counter statement, the other matc 
rial papers on record , the oral and documentary evidence 
let in on either side as common cvidence for this case and 
the connected similar cascs and after hearing the argu 
ments advanced by the Icarncd counsel for the Il Party /Man 
agement alone , this matter having stood over till this date for 
consideration , this Tribunal has passed the following: - 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govi. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows : 

“ Whether the demand of the workman Sri A . Anbu 
for reinstatement by the General Manager , 
Tclecommunications , Chengalpattu as Casual 
Mazdoor is legal and justificd ? If not. 10 what relief, 
he is entitled ?" 


7 Farmit, 21 975, 2002 
21. 371. 1996 .--- Taft faarg 37f4f414 , 1947 ( 1947 
of 14 ) mar 17 ás 371HRU , Sorstal Hear GI FER faim 
प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट 

औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण चेनई के पंचाट 
( HGH FCI 270 /2001 ) ott golfera oft , 25119 par tot 
21 - 5 - 2002 of 4197 731 911 

( F . 16 - 40012/ 186 /99 — 3715 .371. ( 11 .7.) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 

S .O . 1996 .- - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref.No. 270 /2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal /Labour Court 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
managment of Telecom Deptt. and their workman , which 
was received by the Central Government on 21-5 - 2002 . 

[No . L -40012/ 186 /99 -IR (DU )] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 
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- - - - 
2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by denying the allegations of the Pctitioner in the Claim 
the I Party /Workman are brickly as follows : 

Statement about his appointment as Casual Labour on 
The I Party /Workman Sh . A . Anbu (herein 01-08 - 1983 and his contention about continuous working 
after refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual labour in with the Respondent/Department for a period of 1180 number 
the II Party/Management Telecom Department (hereinafter of days of service and the alleged termination of thc Petitioner 
refers to as Respondent) on 01 -08 - 1983 for digging , drawing from service on 15 -05 - 1995 . It is further alleged that the 
wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as directed by Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis for the 
his superiors. He was paid nominal wages of Rs. 5.25 as unskilled work i.c . lo carry out digging , drawing out wires , 
daily rated wages . Though the Petitioner has been laying posts and for other casualworks on daily rated wages 
continuously working with the Respondent, and has put in for a short spell during 1995 for a period of 135 days only . 
1180 number of days of service , he had not been regularised . The department used to engage the Petitioner as and when 
The Department of Telecommunication in order to absorb there was work . In 1989, a Scheme called Grant of 
the casual mazdoors working in the department for a long Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was introduced for 
period formulated a Scheme known as casual mazdoors the Casual Labourers who actually worked . The essential 
(Grant of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The conditions of the scheme are : - - 
Respondent/ Telecom Department failed to confer temporary 

1 . The casual labour should have been engaged prior 
status on the Petitioner under the said Scheme,which is illegal 

to 31 . 3 . 1985 ; 
and arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has been denied 

2 . He should be currently employed on the date of the 
cmployment w .c .f. 15 -05 - 1995 and, when his services were 

implementation of Scheme i.c. 01. 10 .89 ; 
terminated he was getting Rs.60 /- as daily wages. When he 

3. He should have put in 240 days continuous service 
approached the concerned authority for conferment of 

in any one of the preceding years prior to 
temporary status , he was informed that he will be taken back 

01. 10 . 1989 ; and 
10 duty . The Petitioner was waiting for orders from the 

4 . There should not be a break for a period of more 
Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding his re 

than one year. 
engagement. However, he has not received any orders oor 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
he was taken back to duly so far. His service was utilised for particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner also 
the regular work that is perennial in nature . Therefore, when tumished the service particulars . Since the petitioner did not 
the work and the necessity to engage the Petitioner fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he could not be 
continuous, there is no reason or justification for denying grated TSM status. The service particulars submitted hy the 
the employment to thc Petitioner. No reason was given by Petitioner were scrutinized and found to he bogus . The 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department for terminating the petitioner had produced false service certificates with a view 
services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow to get the benefits like regularisation etc . from the department. 
the principles of natural justice . No enquiry was conducted So , the department did not consider the claim of the Petitioner. 
and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before his The alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled and 
services were discontinued . The Petitioner has put in more perennial in nature . Ason date , the department is not engaging 
than a decade continuous service and the termination of his Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any purpose and also not 
service is in violation of the provisions of Section 25F of the doing such type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since there 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Further, the Petitioner was is no work and there is no post, there is no scope for the 
not given any notice or compensation in terms of the said Petitioner for his re -employment in the Respondent/ Telecom 
provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Hence , the action Department. The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis as 
of the Respondent/Department in terminating the services and when required by the department, hence, he is not eligible 
of the Petitioner without notice or compensation is ab initio for reinstatement as per the law and as well as Temporary 
void and the Pctitioner is Jcemed to be in continuous in Status Mazdoor Scheme. Hence, it is prayed that the Hon ble 
service and therefore , is entitled to be reinstated with all Tribunalmay be pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 
Other service benefits including arrears of back wages. The 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the learned 
Respondent ought to have conferred tcmporary status as counsel on either side represented that this casc along with 
per the temporary status scheme and further absorbed him the similar industrial disputes raised by the workmen like the 
against regular Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom Petitioner pending enquiry before this Tribunal for adjudica 
Departmeni s action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary . lion can be tried together jointly and the evidence given in 
Hence , this industrial dispute high been raised against the I.D .No. 156 / 2001 on cither side can be treated as common 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for a declaration that the evidence for all these cases. On the side of the Petitioner / 
order of termination dated 15 - 5 - 95 is illegal and arbitrary Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner in I. D .No. 156/2001, and 
and consequently for a direction to the Respondent/ Sri K .Mohan , Petitioner in I.D .No.262 /2001 have been exam 
Management to reinstate the Petitioner in service w .cl ined as WW1 and WW2 respectively . As per the memo filed 
15 -5 - 1945 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all other by the learned counsel for the Respondent/Management, the 
allcndant benefits . 

evidence given by one Divisional Engineer, Mr. P . 
3 Thr : [ Party:Management Telecom Department has Chandrasekar, who has been examined as a common witness 
filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter Statement MWI in I.D .No. 11/2001, has been treated as a com 
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mon evidence for this case and other similar connected 
cases . On the side of the Petitioner , the xerox copy of the 
service certificates have been marked as common Work 
men cxl -bits . On the side of the Management thc xerox 
copy of the services certificate of WW1 filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
original muster rolls which are mentioned in those Service 
certificates under Ex .WI to W3 have been marked as Ex.M 
1, M 2 10 M 75 . The learned counsel for thc II Party/Man 
agement has advanced his arguments . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is - 
" Whether the demand of the workman Sh . A . Anbu 
for reinstatement by the General Manager, 
Telccmmunications, Chengalpattu as casual Mazdoor 
is legal anál justified ? If not, to what relier, is he en 
titled ? " 
Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per the 
request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint trial of 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been conducted 
Two out of these Petitioners have been examined as WWI 
and WW2. WI series , W2 and W3 series , the service 
certificates or ww1 and WW2 respectively have been 
marked . On the side of the Management the Xerox copy of 
the services certificate ofWW I lilcd before the conciliating 
authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the original muster 
rolls which are mentioned in thosc Service certificalcs under 
Ex .WIto W3have been marked as Ex.MI,M2to M75 . Apart 
from these documents the other Petitioners also filed in Court 
individually in their respective cases as the service certificates 
issued to them mentioning their service particulars , which 
arc remained unmarked documents . The common claim mnade 
hy all these Petitioners in their respective industrial dispute 
against the Respondent/ Telecom Departinent is that the 
termination of the Petitioners from scrvice by the Respondent/ 
Management is illegal and they must be reinstated in service 
hy the Respondeni/Management from the date of their 
respective termination from service as mentioned in their 
respective Claim Statements . They have raised these claims 
based on the service records. They were filed into Court in 
their respective cases . WWI and WW2 have spoken about 
their respective service certificates they have filed into Court in 
their respective cases . In the cross cxamination of both the 
Petitioners WW1 and WW2, they have admilled that they 
have given their service particulars to the Respondent/ 
Department ils per the direction of the department for 
consideration to confer temporary status mazdoors only . It is 
their further contention in the evidence that at the inception 
when they met the Telecom people , who were doing the work of 
the department near their house , requested those permanent 
employees of the Respondent/ Telecom Department like lineman 
10 vive them work and as per their direction they went to 
see the Assistant Engineer, and requested him to provide 
Work in the Respondenu / Department. WWI and WW2 
who have doposed as London wiinesses for thes 
Petitioners have started in the cross examination that the 
have notmentioned all these things in their Claim Slalement 
and they have ret mentioned so in their caclier Claim 


Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation procecdings. They 
further say that they do not know the namç of the Assistant 
Engineer, whom they met and asked for work . It is their 
further evidence, that they used to get the wages by signing 
the mustcr rolls and the numbers of muster rolls mentioned 
in their respective service certificates are true and correct 
and their respective names are available in those original 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective service 
certificates. They further say in the cross examination that 
they mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that 
they were given service certificates by the Assistant 
Engineer for the days they worked in the Respondent 
Department. They have also denied the suggestion in the 
cross examination , that the service certificates produced 
by these Petitioners in their respective cascs are all false 
certificates and they were created hy them . They have also 
denied the suggestion that they have not worked in the 
Responden Telecom Department for the period they have 
mentioned by days in their respective Claim Statements . 
On the side of the Respondent/Management, the evidenci 
given by Divisional Engineer, one Mr. P. Chandrasekar as 
MWI earlier has been treated as common cvidence for this 
case and similar connected other cases as per the memo 
filed by the learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management. According to the Petitioner, he was engaged 
hy the Respondent/Management Department of 
Telecommunication as casual mazdoor in the year 1983 and 
worked continuously till 1995 , as he has stated in his Claim 
Stateinent. It is his further allegation in the Claim Statement 
that all of a sudden he was terminated and the action of the 
Respondent Management, Telecommunication Department 
in terminating him from service in not following the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio 
void and illegal. Since the said action of the Respondent 
Management is illegal, he must be reinstated in service by the 
Respondent/Management from the date of the alleged 
termination of service in the ycar 1995. But it is the contention 
of the RespondentManagement and also the evidence ofMW1 
that service certificates filed by the Pctitioners arc all false and 
created by themselves and they have not mentioned anything 
with regard to availability of service certificates in their Claim 
Statements . The learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management would further contend that in the Claim Statement 
of the Petitioners nothing has been mentioned as to who appoint 
them and where they have worked and who in the Respondent 
Department has terminalcd them from service . There is no 
appointment order as well as the tennination order passed by 
the RespondentManagement for this Petitioners to clain that 
he was appointed by the Respondent Telecom Department 
and he was terminated against the provisions of Industrial 
Dispules Act , 1947 . According to theManagement of Telecom 
Department, these people were engaged in the year 1995 and 
some persons were engaged at the end of 1994 for assisting the 
regular staff of the Respondent Telecom Department for laying 
the cables, and erecting poles and other Co . it cted casual 
works. It is the specific stand of the Respondent/ 
Management that all these Petitioners have not worked for 
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240 days and in the Counter Statement filed by the 
Respondent/Management in their respective cases, the 
days for which the concerned Petitioner had worked in the 
Respondent Department has been clearly given . It is their 
further contention that service certificates relied upon hy 
these Petitioners as issued by the officials of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department were not issued by the 
department and they were created by the Petitioners 
themselves and the particulars of the alleged service in the 
Telecom Departmentmentioned in the service certificates 
said to have been issucd by the officials of the Respondent/ 
Department from 1984 10 1995 are all bogus. By sufficient 
documentary evidence , evidence through Ex.M2 10 M75 
original muster rolls in the cross examination of WWI and 
WW2 and through the common evidence of MW1 it has 
heen established that the particulars given in the service 
certificates by the Petitioners are bogus . WW1 and WW2 
have clearly admitted in their cross examination when their 
attention have been drawn to the entries in the original 
muster rolls mentioned in their service certificates that their 
names have not been available in the original muster rolls, 
maintained by the Telecom Department. The xerox copy of 
those muster rolls have been exhibited on the side of the 
Respondent/Management as Management Exhibits M2 10 
M75. In the cross examination of the common witness for the 
Management MWI, no suggestion is put to him about the 
work of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department. 
No suggestion was put in the cross examination ofMWi that 
the particulars furnished in the service certificates produced 
by the Petitioners are not hogus hul they are genuine. On the 
side of the Petitioners, no one has been examined as a witness 
to prove the service certificates thcy are relying upon . The 
officials in the Telecom Department, who said to have issued 
those certificates have not been cxamined by the Petitioners 
to prove their respective service certificates . From these 
common evidence available, it is seen that these Petitioners 
have worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying out the 
departmental work as Casual Labourers. From the available 
evidence , it is seen that these Pctitioners were engaged as 
Casual Labourers by the regular departmental workmen for 
the seasonal work of the department they were attending and 
they were discngaged on completion of the particular work . 
From this it is seen that the contention of the Pctitioner in the 
Claim Statement that the work will be available always and it is 
perennial type of work are all false . The Petitioners who have 
been examined as common witnesses for workmen as WWI 
and WW2 have admitted that they were cngaged as Casual 
Labourers by the regular staft of the department only to assist 
them for doing the departmental work as and when it was 
ncccssary . From the evidence available in this case , it is seen 
that Petitioners who have heen working as casual mazdoors 
temporarily by assisting the regular and permanent staff of 
Respondent/Telecom Department have disengaged , since the 
work they were attended were completed and there was no 
further work for them to do . So from the materials available in 
this case by way of exhibits and evidence , it is clearly 
established by the Respondent Management by 


production of original muster rolls which have been referred 
to in service certificates of the Pctitioners that the 
Petitioners have never worked as Casual Labourers under 
those muster rolls for the said period and have not been 
paid wages by the department. From this , it is seen as 
contended by the learned counscl for the Respondent/ 
Management in his argument that the particulars given in 
the service certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
true particulars but they arc hogus certificates . If really, the 
particulars given in the service certificates relied upon hy 
the Petitioners are truc , ihc Respondent/Department would 
have granted them temporary status mazdoors for Casual 
Labourers . From the evidence available in these cases, it is 
abundantly proved by the Respondent/Department that 
thcsc Petitioners have not worked continuously from 1984 
to 1995. Further, it is seen from the evidence available that 
the Petitioner was engaged hy the department as Casual 
Labourer only for a short period as and when required and 
he was given wages on daily rated basis . It is the evidence 
of MW 1 that the work thc Pctitioners were doing as Casual 
Labourers was only seasonal work and it was not a 
continuous one and it is not available all through the year. It 
cannot be denied that the work these Petitioners attended as 
Casual Labourers in the Respondent/Management 
department were only development work like opening new 
telephone exchanges and strengthening the existing 
exchanges and they were done as project works and on 
completion of that work , these Petitioners have no work in the 
department to continue in service . It is the definite evidence 
of MWI that on checking the service particulars given by the 
Petitioners , the department has found that the particulars they 
furnished are not true and they were found to be bogus. All 
these things cannot be denied . It has been demonstrated 
before this Tribunal by the Respondent Management by 
relevant documents that the names of the Petitioners were not 
available in thc original muster rolls that has been mentioned 
in their service certificates. From this, it is established that the 
particulars given in their service certificates are false. No date 
of issue of those service certificates is available in the service 
certificates. The Petitioners who have been examined as 
common witnesses for these Petitioners as WW1 and WW2 
also have not stated in their evidence , the dates on which 
they were issued those service certificates by the concerned 
officials in the department. If they were really issued by the 
officials of the Respondent/Telecom Department as a record 
for their service in the department, the Petitioner would not 
have been failed to mention all these things in their respective 
Claim Statements . The non -mention of the same in their Claim 
Statements and the production of these certificates without 
any basis during trial of the cases hefore this Tribunal go to 
show that thcsc Pctitioners have created them for the purpose 
of these cases as the RespondentManagement contends it . 
From the available materials, it is seen that the Respondent 
Management in regular course did not cmploy Pctitioners 
and they were not given independent work , so the question 
of retrenchment from service does not at all arisc . So under 
such circumstances, the question of Respondents not 
following the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 


[ YTT II – 


3 ( ii ) ] 


Hra o 1945 : JE 15 , 2002 / 8 25, 1924 


5831 


and the issuance of prior notice and compensation under 
Section 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all 
arisc . As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court, the 
Petitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable , legal 
evidence that he has worked in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department as a Casual Labour for a continuous period of 
240 days preceding the date on which they have been 
disengaged from work . In the absence of such evidence on 
the side of the Petitioner, it can be concluded that they have 
no right to claim even conferment of temporary status of 
casual mazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in service 
in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. So , under such 
circumstances, from the available materials it is seen that the 
action of the Management of Telecom Department in not 
engaging these Petitioners as casual mazdoors , subsequent 
to completion of work for which they have engaged is legal 
and justified . Hence , this Petitioner is not entitled to the 
relief he prayed for in his Claim Statement. Thus , the point is 
answered accordingly. 

6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April , 2002 .) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W . W .1 - Sh , K . Umapathy ( Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 
W . W .2 - Sh . K . Mohan (Petitioner in I. D . 262/2001 ) 
For the II Party Management: - 
M . W . I - Sh . P . Chandrasekar (DE (Legal & Commercial) ] 

Examined in I. D .No . 11 /2001 and has taken as 

Common evidence in this case . 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WISeries ( 7 ) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners . 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series ( 7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates issued 

in favour of Petitioners . 
For the II Party Management: 
MI- Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners . , 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 015850 
M3 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 0585 ] 
M4 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No, 3/06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 9 /06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06114 
MIL - Xerox copy of M .R .No . 6 /06115 
M12 - Xerox copyof M . R .No. 5 /06115 
MI 3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1/08511 
M15 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19/07289 
M16 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /4427 


M17 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /4431 
MI8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /15948 
MI 9 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 /06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 21 / 06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /08512 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/08514 
M25 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 / 20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 / 20861 
M27 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11 /20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 03/ 20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 2 /20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20869 
M33 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 / 20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 20 / 04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 24 / 2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.4 /5 
M39 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /5 
M40 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 / 5 
M41 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1775 
M43 . Xerox copy of M . R . No, 22 /5 
M44 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4759 
M45 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 8 /06216 
M47 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 7 /4427 
M49 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15 /06117 
M50 - Xeroxcopy of M .R .No. 9 /06114 

Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 / 06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6706115 
M53 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 2 /08511 
M56 Xerox copy of M .R . No . 22 /08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 13 / 08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23/08512 
M59 - Xerox copy or M . R . No. 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 /20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 18 /20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 11/ 20863 
M64 . Xerox copy of M . R . No . 19/20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11 / 20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 09/20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03/20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 / 20867 
M69 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 02 / 20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 06 /21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 13 /27 
M73 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 19 / 29 
M74 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 1/29 
M75 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 20 / 29 
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7s Faroit, 21 , 2002 

it . 311. 1997 . - 30th faat 37f- 14 , 1947 ( 1947 
27 14 ) * 7 ERT 17 3751HRUL , OR G Far faunas 
प्रबंधतंत्र के संबंद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट 

औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण चेन्नई के पंचाट 
( HGH HEN 702/2001) at yahatleta on , Jasta Hicar 
21 - 5 - 2002 a TG 371 277 1 

[ F 6 - 40012/ 187 / 99 - 3715 .371 . ( 31. 7 .) ] 

___ कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 . 

S . O . 1997.- - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award ( Ref.No. 702/2001) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
IndustrialDispute between the employers in relation to theman 
agement of Telecom Deptt, and their workman , which was re 
ceived hy the Central Government on 21-5 - 2002 . 

(No. L - 40012 / 187 /99- IR (DU )] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
Present; K . KARTHIKEYAN . Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO.702 /2001 
( Tamil Nadu Principal Labour Court C .G .I. D . No. 352 /99 ) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d ) ofsub -section ( 1) and sub -section 2 (A ) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), hetween 
Sri R . Ponnu . noam and the Management of the 
Telecommunications , Kancheepuram Dist. Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri R . Ponnurangam : 1 Party / 

Workman 

AND 
The General Manager , : II Party/Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist , Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman . M /s .M .Gnanasekaran , 

C .Premavathy , Advocates 
For the Management : Sri K . Sambasıvam 

Addl. C .G .S .C . 
The Govt. of India , Ministry of Labour in cxcrcise of 
powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and sub 
section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial Dispute 
for adjudication vidc Order No. L - 10012 / 187 /99/IR (DU ) 
dated 27 -09- 1999. 

This reference has been made carlier to the Tamil Nadu 
Principal Labour Court, where it was taken on file as C .G .I.D . 
No. 352/99 . When the matter was pending enquiry in that 
Principal Labour Court, the Govi,of India ,Ministry of Labour 
was pleased to order transfer of this case from that Principal 
Labour Court to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt 
of records from that Principal Labour court , the case has 
been taken on file as I. D . No.702/2001 and notices were 


sent to the counsel on record on either side, informing them 
about the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction 
to appear before this Tribunal on 01-11 - 2001. On receipt of 
notice from Tribunal, the counsels on either side present along 
with their respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 

When the matter came up before me for final hearing 
on -01-04 - 2002, upon perusing the Claim Statement, Counter 
Statement, the other material papers on record , the oral and 
documentary evidence let in on either side as common 
eviedence for this case and the connected similar cases and 
..AI I :r 1!! ! ! ! . dvanced by the learned counsel 
1, : ! 1! 1 .:: : : 11.11.1 . 41:1. !: alone , this matter having stood 
over till this date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed 
the following : 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows : 

" Whether the action of the General Manager , 
Telecommunications , Chengalpattu in terminating the 
services of Shri R . Ponnurangam , Casual Mazdoor is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relict is he entitled ? 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by the 
I Party /Workman are brielly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sri R . Ponnurangam (hereinafter 
refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual labour in the II 
party Management Telecom Department (hereinafter refers 
to as Respondent) on 10 -03- 1985 for digging, drawing wires, 
laying posts and for other allied jobs as directed by his 
supcriors. He was paid nominal wages of,Rs. 6 .50 as daily 
rated wages . Though thc Petitioner has been continuously 
working with the Respondent, and has put in 1361 number of 
days of service, he had not been regularised . The Department 
of Telecommunication in order to absorb the casualmazdoors 
working in the department for a long period formulated a 
Scheme known as casualmazdoors (Grantof Temporary Status 
and Regularisation ) Schemc. The Respondent/ Telecom 
Department failed to conter temporary status on thc Petitioner 
under the said Scheme, which is illegal and arbitrary . The I 
Party /Workman has been denied employineni w . c . f. 
13 -05 - 1995 and, when his services were terminated he was 
getting Rs. 60 /- as daily wages . When he approached the 
concerned authority for confcrment of temporary status , hc 
was inforned that he will be taken back to duty . The Petitioner 
was waiting for orders from the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department regarding his re- engagement. However, he has 
not received any orders nor he was taken back to duty so far. 
His service was utilised for the regular work that is perennial 
in nature . Therefore , when the work and the necessity 10 
engage thc Petitioner conunuous, there is no reason or 
justification for denying the employment to the 
Petitioner. No reason was given by the Respondent/ Telecom 
Deparment for terminating the services of the Petitioner 
and the Respondent failed to follow the principles of natural 
justice . No enquiry was conducted and the Petitioner was 
not given any opportunity before his services were 
discontinued. The Petitioner has put in more than a decade 
continuous service and the termination of his 
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service is in violation of the provisions of Section 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 . Further, the Petitioner was 
not given any notice or compensation in terms of the said 
provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Hence , the action 
of the Respondent/Department in terminating the services of 
the Petitioner without notice or compensation is ab initio 
void and the Petitioner is deemed to be in continuous in 
service and therefore , is entitled to be reinstated with all 
other service benefits including arrears of back wages. The 
Respondent ought to have conferred temporary status as 
per the temporary status scheme and further absorbed him 
against regular Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom 
Department s action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary . 
Hence, this industrial dispute has been raised against the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for a declaration that the 
order of ternination dated 13.05 . 1995 is illegal and arbitrary 
and consequently for a direction to the Respondenti 
Management to reinstate the Petitioner in service w .e .f . 
13 .05 . 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all other 
attendant benefits . 

3. The II Party /Management Telecom Department has 
filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations of the Pe 
titioner in the Claim Statement about his appointment as Ca 
sual Labour on 10 . 03 . 1985 and his contention about con 
tinuous working with the Respondent/Department for a pes 
riod of 1361 number of Jays of. service and the alleged 
termination of the Petitioner from service on 13. 05 . 1995. It 
is further alleged that the Petitioner was engaged purely on 
casual basis for the unskilled work i.e . to carry out 
digging, drawing out wires, laying posts and for other 
casual works on daily rated wages during 1995 for a period 
of 43 days only . The department used to engage the Peti 
tioner as and when there was work In 1989, a Scheme called 
"Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was intro 
duced for the Casual Labourers who actually worked . The 
essential conditions of the scheme are : - . 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31. 3 . 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.e. 01. 10 .89; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous service 

in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01. 10 . 1989; and 
4 . There should not he a break for a period of more 

than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnisin tlie service par 
ticulars to grant temporary starus and the petitioner also 
furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner did not 
fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he could not be 
granted TSM status . The service particulars submitted by 
the Petitioner were scrutinized and found to be boglis. The 
pctitioner had produced false service certificates with a view 
to get inc bencinn like rcgularisation etc . from the depart 
ment. So , the department did not consider the claim of the 
Petitioner. The alleged work done by the Petitioner is not 
skilled and perennial in nature. As on date, the departinent is 
not engaging Casual Labour like the Petitioner for an , " ; 
pose and also not doing such type of work as a nie by the 


Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, there 
is no scope for the Petitioner for his re -employment in the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department. The Petitioner was en 
gaged on casual basis as and when required by the depart 
ment, hence , he is not eligible for reinstatement as per the 
law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme . 
Hence , it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal may be 
pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4 . When the matter was taken up for cnquiry , the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this case along 
with the similar industrial disputes raised by the workmen 
like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this Tribunal for 
adjudication can be tried together jointly and the evidence 
given in I.D .No. 156 /2001 on either side can be treated as 
common evidence for all these cases. On the side of the 
Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy , Petitioner in 
LD .No. 156 /2001, and Sri K .Mohan , Petitioner in I. D .No.262/ 
2001 have been examined as WWI and WW2 respectively. 
As per the memo filed by the learned counsel for the 
Respondent/Management, the evidence given by one 
Divisional Engineer , Mr. P . Chandrasekar, who has been 
examined as a common witness MWI in I. D .No . 
11/2001, has been treated as a common evidence for this 
case and other similar connected cases. On the side of the 
Petitioner, the Xerox copy of the service certificates have 
been marked as common Workmen exhibits. On the side of 
the Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate 
of WWI filed before the conciliating authority earlier and 
the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex .WI10 W3 
have been marked as Ex .MI,M2 to M75 . The learned counsel 
for the II Party Management has advanced his arguments. 

5 . The Point for my consideration is - 

"Whether the action of the General Manager , 
Telecommunications, Chengalpattu in terminating the 
services of Shri R . Ponnurangam , Casual Mazdoor is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 

Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 1 . 
request of the learned counsel on either side , a joint trial of 
these 60 cases which are similar in nalure has been conducted 
Two out of these Petitioners have been examined as WWI 
and WW2. W 1 series , W2 and W3 series, the service 
certificates of WW1and WW2 respectively have been marked . 
On the side of the Management the Xerox copy of the services 
certificate of WW 1 filed before the conciliating authority earlier 
and the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex.Wl to W3 
save been marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75 . Apart from these 
documents the other Petitioners also filed in Court individually 
in their respective cases as litt service certificates issued to 
them mentioning their service particulars, which are remained 
uninarked documents . The common claim rnade by all these 
Petitioners in their respective industrial dispute against the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department is that the termination of 
the Petitioners from service hy th . Res , dent/Management 
is illegal and they mirst her n faith in ser ; hy the 
Respondent/Managsi :Cht on the date of heir 
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re .pe , live icrmination from service as mentioned in their 
respective Claim Statements . They have raised these claims 
based on the service records. They were filed into Court in 
their respective cases. WW1 and WW2 have spoken about 
ticeir respective service certificates they havc filed into Court 
in their respective cases . In the cross examination of both the 
Petitioners WWI and WW2, they have admitted that they 
have given their service particulars to the Respondent/ 
Dcpartment as per the direction of the department for 
consideration to confer temporary Status mazdoors only . It is 
their further contention in the evidence that at the inception 
when they met the Telecom people , who were doing the work 
of the dr.partment near their house , requested those 
permanent employees of the Respondent /Telecom 
Departmen like lineman to give them work and as for their 
diri ution they went to see the Assistant Engineer, and 
requested him to provide work on the Respondent) 
Department. WWI and WW2 who have deposed as common 
witnesses or these Petitioners have st : ted in the cross 
cxammation that they have not mentione 1 all thuse things in 
their Claim Statements and they have not mentioned so in 
their carlier Claim Statements filed befor : the Regional 
Commissioner of Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation 
proceedings . The further : y that they do not know the 
nime of the Assistant Engineer, wliom they met and asked for 
work . It is their further evidence , that they used to get the 
wages by signing the muster rolls and the numbers of muster 
rolls mentioned in their respective service certificates are true 
and correct and their respective names are available in those 
original muster rolls mentioned in their respective service 
certificates . They further say in the cross examination that 
they mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that they 
were given service certificales by the Assistant Engineer for 
the days they worked in thc Rcspondent Department. They 
have also denied the suggestion in the cross examination , 
that the service certificates produced by these Petitioners in 
their respective cases are all false certificates and they were 
created by them . They have also denied the suggestion that 
they have not worked in the Respondent/ Telecoin Department 
for the , eriod they have mentioned by days in their respective 
Clain Stalcinents . On the side of the Respondent/ 
Management, the cvidence given by Divisional Engineer, one 
Mr. P Chandrasckar is MWI carlier has heen treated as 
common evidence for this casc and similar connected other 
cases as per the meine iled by the learned counsel for the 
Respondent/Management. According in the Petitioner , he 
was engaged hy the Respondent/Managnment Department 
of Telecommunication as casual mazdoor in the year 1985 and 
worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated in his Claim 
Statement. Il is his luther allcgation in the Claim Statement 
that all of a sudden he was terminated and the action of the 
Respondent Management, Telecommunication Department 
in terminaling him from service in not following the provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. 
Since the said action of the Respondent Management is illegal , 
he must be reinstated in service hy the Respondenu/ 
Management from the date of the alleged termination of service 
in the year 1995 . But it is the contention of the Respondent 


Management and also the evidence of MWI that service 
certificates filed by the Petitioners are all false and created 
by themselves and they have not mentioned anything with 
regard to availability of service certificates in their Claim 
Statements . The learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management would further contend that in the Claim 
Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been mentioned 
as to who appoint them and where they have worked and 
who in the Respondent Department has terminated them 
from service. There is no appointment order as well as the 
termination order passed by the Respondent/Management 
for these Petitioners to claim that he was appointed by the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department and he was terminated 
against the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . 
According to the Management of Telecom Department; 
these people were engaged in the year 1995 and some 
persons were engaged at the end of 1994 for assisting the 
regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
laying the cables, and erecting poles and other connected 
casual works. It is the specific stand of the Respondent/ 
Management that all these Petitioners have not worked for 
240 days and in the Counter Statement filed by the 
Respondent/Management in their respective cases , the 
days for which the concerned Petitioner had worked in the 
Respondent/Department has been clearly given . It is their 
further contention that service certificates relied upon by 
these Petitioners as issued by the officials of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department were not issued by the 
department and they were created by the Petitioners 
themselves and the particulars of the alleged service in the 
Telecom Department mentioned in the service certificates 
said to have been issued by the officials of the Respondent 
Department from 1984 to 1995 are all bogus. By sufficient 
documentary evidence , evidence through Ex .M2 10 M75 
original muster rolls in the cross examination of WW1 and 
WW2 and through the common evidence of MW1 it has 
been established that the particulars given in the service 
certificates by the Petitioners are bogus . WWI and WW2 
have clearly admitted in their cross examination when their 
attention have been drawn to the entries in the originalmuster 
rolls mentioned in their service certificates that their names 
have not been available in the originalmuster rolls,maintained 
by the Telecom Department. The Xerox copy of those muster 
rolls have been exhibited on the side of the Respondent 
Management as Management Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the 
cross examination of the common witness for the Management 
MWI, no suggestion is put to him about the work of the 
Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department. No 
suggestion was put in the cross examination of MW1that the 
particulars furnished in the service certificates produced by 
the Petitioners are not bogus but they are genuine. On the 
side of the Petitioners , no one has been examined as a witness 
to prove the scrvice certificates they are relying upon . The 
officials in the Telecom Department, who said to have issued 
those certificates have not been examined by the Petitioners 
to prove their respective service certificates. From these 
common evidence available , it is seen that thesc Petitioners 
have worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of 
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the Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying out 
the departmental work as Casual Labourers. From the 
available cvidence , it is seen that these Petitioners 
were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular 
departmental workmen for the seasonal work of the 
department they were attending and they were 
disengaged on completion of the particular work . From 
this it is scen that the contention of the Pctitioner in 
the Claun Statement that the work will be available 
always and it is perennial type of work arc au false . 
The Petitioners who have been cxamined as common 
witnesses for workmen as WWI and WW2 have 
admitted that they were engaged as Casual Labourers 
by the regular staff of the department only to assist 
them for doing the departmental work as and when it 
was necessary . From the evidence available in this 
case , it is seen that Petitioners who have heen working 
as casual mazdoors temporarily by assisting the 
regular and permanent staff of Respondent/ Telecom 
Depariment have disengaged , since the work they were 
attended were completed and there was no further 
work for them to do . So from the materials available in 
this case by way ofexhibits and evidence, it is clearly 
established by the Respondent/Management by 
production of original muster rolls which have been 
referred to in service certificates of the Petitioners 
that thc Petitioners have never worked as Casual 
Labourers under those muster rolls for the said period 
and have not been paid wages by the department. 
From this, it is seen as contended by the learned 
counsel for the Respondent/Management in his 
argument that the particulars given in the service 
certificates produced by the Petitioners are not true 
particulars but they are bogus certificates. If really , 
the particulars given in the service certificates relied 
upon by the Petitioners are true , the Respondent/ 
Departmentwould have been granted temporary status 
mazdoors for Casual Labourers. From the evidence 
available in these cases , it is abundantly proved by 
the Respondent/Department that these Petitioners 
have not worked continuously from 1984 to 1995. 
Further, it is scen from the evidence available that the 
Petitioner was engaged by the department as Casual 
Labourer only for a short period as and when required 
and he was given wages on daily rated basis. It is the 
evidence ofMW 1 that the work the petitioners were 
doing as Casual Labourers was only scasonal work 
and it was not a continuous one and it is not available 
all through the year. It cannot be denied that the work 
these Petitioners attended as Casual Labourers in the 
Respondent/Management department were only 
development work like opening new telcphone 
exchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges 
and they were done as project works and on 
completion of that work , these Petitioners have no 
work in the department to continue in service . It is 


the definite evidence ofMWI that on checking the 
service particulars given by the Petitioners , the 
department has found that the particulars they 
furnished are not true and they were found to be 
bogus. All these things cannot be denied . It has been 
demonstrated before this Tribunalhy the Respondent/ 
Management by relevant documents that the names 
of the Petitioners were not available in the original 
muster rolls that has been mentioned in their service 
certificates From this , it is established thai the 
particulars given in their service certificates are false . 
No date of issue of those service certificates is 
available in the service certificates . The Petitioners 
who have been examined as common witnesses for 
These Petitioners as WWI and WW2 also have not 
stated in their evidence , the dates on which they were 
issued those service certificalcs hy the concerned 
officials in the department. If they were really issued 
by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department as a record for their service in the 
department, the Petitioner would not have been failed 
to mention all these things in their respective Claim 
Statements. The non -mention of the same in their Claim 
Statements and the production of these certificates 
without any basis , during trial of the cases before 
this Tribunal go to show that these Petitioners have 
created them for the purpose of these cases as the 
Respondent/Management contends it. From the 
available materials , it is seen that the Respondent/ 
Management in regular course did not employ 
Petitioners and they were not given independentwork , 
so the question of retrenchment from service does 
not at all arisc . So under such circumstances , the 
question of Respondents not following the provisions 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of 
prior notice and compensation under section 25F of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all arise. As 
per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court, the 
Petitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable , 
legal evidence that he has worked in the Respondent / 
Telecom Department as a Casual Labour for a 
continuous period of 240 days preceding the date on 
which they have been disengaged from work . In the 
absence of such evidence on the side of the Petitioner. 
il can be concluded that they have no right to claim 
even conferment of temporary status of casual 
mazdoors and also to claiin reinstatement in service 
in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. So , under 
such circumstances, from the available materials it is 
seen that the action of the Management of Telecom 
Department in not engaging those Petitioners as casual 
mazdoors, subsequent to completion of work for 
which they have engaged is legal and justified . Hence , 
this Petitioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed 
for in his Claim Statement. Thus, the point is answered 
accordingly. 
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6 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement. No Cost . 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
hy him , corrected and pronounced by mc in the open court 
On this day the 30th April, 2002.) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W .W .1 - Sh. K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001 ) 
W .W .2 - Sh . K . Mohan (Petitioner in I.D . 262 /2001) 
For the II Party /Management: 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P . Chandrasekar (DE Legal & Commer 

cial) Examined in I.D .No. 11/ 2001 and has taken 

as Common evidence in this case 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WIScries (7 ) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners . 
W2- Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series (7 )- Xerox copyofthe service certificates issued 

in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party Management:-- 
MI- Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners . 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05851 
M4 - 

Xerox copy of M . R . No . 07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 07193 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 1/06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M .R . N0. 0706114 
M10) Xerox copy of M .R . No 18 /06114 
MU - Xerox copy of M . R .N0 .6 /06115 
M12 - Xerox copyol M . R .N0. 5706115 
MI3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /076115 
M14 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1/08511 
M15 . Xerox copy of M . R . No . 19 /07289 
M16 Xerox copy of M .R . No .7 /4427 
M17 . Xerox copy ofMR.No.4 /4431 
MI8 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 13/15948 
MI9 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15/06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 13/08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M . R Nv . 2.3/08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11 /08514 
M25 - Xerox copy of M .R .No 15 /20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18/20861 


M27 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12 /20862 
M28 . Xerox cupy of M .R .No. 11/20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.03/20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.02/20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/20863 
M32 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12/ 20869 
M33 . Xerox copy of M .R .No.23/20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 12 /4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 14/4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.4 /5 
M39 Xerox copy of M .R . No .775 
M40 Xerox copy of M . R .No . 10 / 5 
M41 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11 /5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 1775 
M43 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 22/ 5 
M44 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 / 59 
M45 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 8/06216 
M47 - Xcrux copy of M .R .N0.07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .7 /4427 
M49 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 /06117 
M50 . Xerox copy of M .R .No. 9/06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /06114 
M52 . Xerox copy of M . R . N0 .6 /06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R N . , 2/085 | | 
M56 Xerox copy odMR. N .1. - 2/08511 
M57 - Xeroxcopy of MR. No . 13/08512 
M58 - Xerox copy lil M .R . No 23/08512 
M51 Xerox copy of M . R . No . 10 /08513 
M00) . Xerox copy of MR. No. 15 /20861 
M61 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20801 

Xerox copy of M . R No. 12 /20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11 /20863 
M64 . Xerox copy of MR No. 19 /2086 .3 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 11/20864 
M66 Xerox copy of M . R . No .09 /20800 
M67 . Xerox copyof M .R . No.03/20867 
M08 - Xerox copy « M .R .No. 14 /20867 
M04 Xerox copy ol M .R N07.02/208018 
M70) - Xcior copy of M .R No. 12/ 0800 
M71 - Yerox copy od M .R .N0.00 /21253 
M72 - Xerox copy MR. No. 1327 
M74- Xerox cups O MR. NU 19/29 
M74 - Xerox copy of M1.R . No . 7/29 
M75 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 20 /29 
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7 Garmit, 21 715 , 2002 
T. 34 . 1998 . -- Hefafaag 37f4f144 , 1947 ( 1947 
dot 14 ) ET EART 173174247, 21-512 Hair GT HER fyri 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण । 
AFRIMI ISTER ( HGH HOH 717 / 2001) chifera 
A , TE HOT on 21 - 5 - 2002 37 TL 

[ 7 . 16 - 40012/ 188 /99 - 3175 , 371. ( 51. 9.) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी ) 
New Delhi, the 21stMay, 2002 
S . O . 1998. In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Aul, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No . 717/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecoin Depil, and and their 
workman , which was received by the CentralGovernment 
on 21-5 - 2002 . 

[ No . L - 40012/ 188 / 99 -IR (DU ) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM - LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday , the 30th April, 2002 
Present : K . KARTHIKEYAN . Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 717 /2001 
( TanulNadu Principal Labour Court CGID No. 367/99 ) 

In the matter of the dispute for adjudication 
under clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and sub -section 2 ( A ) 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
( 14 of 1947 ), between Sri E . Sekar and the Management 
of Telecommunications , Kancheepuram Dist . Chennai. ) 

BETWEEN 
Sri E . Sekar 

. ! Part /Workman 

AND 
The GeneralManager, : Il Party/Management 
Telecomununications , 
Kancheepuram Dist, Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman : M /s. M .Gnanasekaran , 

C .Premavathy , Advocates 
For the Management : Sri K . Sambasivam , Addl. 

CGSC 
The Govt. of India , Ministry of Labour in cxercise 
of powers conferred by clause ( d ) of sub- section ( 1 ) and 
Subscction 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned 
Industrial Dispute for adjudication vide Order No . 
L 40012 / 188 /99/ IR ( DU ) dated 27 -09 - 1999 . 


This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Principal Labour Court, where it was taken on filc 
as C .G .I. D . No. 367/99 . When the matter was pending 
cnquiry in that PrincipalLabour Courl, the Govt. of India , 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
case from that Principal Labour Court to this Tribunal 
for adjudication . On receipt of records from that Principal 
Labour Court, the case has been taken on file as I. D . No. 
717 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel on record 
on either side, informing them about the transfer of this 
casc to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before 
this Tribunal on 18 - 10 - 2001. On receipt of notice from 
this Tribunal, the counsels on either side present along 
with their respective parties and prosecuted the case 
further. 

When the matter came up before me for final 
hearing on 01 -04- 2002 , upon perusing the Claim 
Statement, Counter Statement, the other material papers 
on record , the oral and documentary evidence let in on 
either side as common evidence for this case and the 
connected similar cases and after hearing the arguments 
advanced hy the learned counsel for the II Party ! 
Management alone, this matter having stood over till this 
date los consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following :---- 

AWARD 
Thc Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

“ Whether the action of the General Manager , 
Telecom , Kancheepuram in terminating the services 
of the workman Shri E . Sekar is legaland justified ? 
If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the ( Party /Workman are brielly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sri E . Sekar (hereinafter 
refers to as Peutioner) was engaged as casual labour in 
thc II Party /Management Telecom Department 
(hereinafter refers to as Respondent) on 22 -08 - 1983 for 
digging , drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as directed by his superiors, He was puid nominal 
wages of Rs. 4 .75 is daily rated wages . Though the 
Petitioner has been continuously working with the 
Respondent, and has put in 354 number of days of service , 
he had not been regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casual 
mazdoors working in the department for a long period 
formulated a Scheme known as casual mazdoors ( Grant 
of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Schemc. The 
Respondent/ Telecom Department failed 10 conter 
temporary status on the Petitioner under the said Scheme, 
which is illegal and arbitrary. The I Party /Workman has 
been denied employment w .e .f. 31 - 10 - 1993 and , when 
his services were terminated he was getting Rs.55/ - ils 
daily wages. When he approached the concerned authority 
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for conferment of temporary status, he was informed that 
he will be taken back to duty . The Petitioner was 
waiting for orders from the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department regarding his re - engagement. However, he 
has not received any orders nor he was taken back to 
duty so far. His service was utilised for the regular 
work that is perennial in nature . Therefore , when the 
work and the necessity to engage the Petitioner 
continuous, there is no reason or justification for denying 
the employment to the Petitioner. No reason was given 
by the Respondent Telecom Department for terminating 
the services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed 
lo follow the principles of natural justice . No enquiry 
was conducted and the Petitioner was not given any 
opportunity before his services were discontinued . The 
Petitioner has put in more than a decade continuous 
service and the termination of his service is in violation 
of the provisions ofSection 25F of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 . Further, the Petitioner was not given any 
notice or compensation in terms of the said provision of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Hence, the action of the 
RespondentDepartment in terminating the services of the 
Petitioner without notice or compemsation is ab initio 
void and the Petitioner is deemd to be in continous in 
service and therefore , is entitled to be reinstated with all 
other service benefits including arrears of back wages. 
The Respondent ought to have conferred temporary status 
as per the temporary status scheme and further absorbed 
him against regular Group D post. The Respondent/ 
Telecom Department s action in not doing so is illegal 
and arbitrary. Hence ,this industrial dispute has been raised 
against the Respondent/ Telecom Department for a 
declaration that the order of termination dated 31- 10 - 1993 
is illegal and arbitrary and consequently for a direction to 
the Respondent/Management to reinstate the Petitioner in 
service w .e .f. 31- 10 - 1993 and to pay all arrears of back 
wages and all other attendant benefits . 

3 . The II Party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations of 
thc Petitioner in the Claim Statement about his 
appointment as Casual Labour on 22 - 08 -1983 and his 
contention about continuous working with the 
Respondent/Department for a period of 354 number of 
days of service and the alleged terinination of the 
Petitioner from service on 31- 10 - 1993. The department 
used to engage the Petitioner as and when there was work . 
In 1989, a Scheme called Grant of Temporary Status to 
Casual Labourers was introduced for the Casual 
Labourers was introduced for the Casual Labourers who 
actually worked . The essential conditions of the scheme 
arc : 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 31 - 3 - 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.c . 01 - 10 - 89 ; 


3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior 

to 01- 10 -1989; and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period ofmore 

than one year . 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
to be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service 
certificates with a view to get the benefits like 
regularisation etc . from the department. So, the 
department did not consider the claim of the Petitioner. 
The alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled 
and perennial in nature . As on date , the department is not 
engaging Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any 
purpose and also not doing such type of work as done by 
the Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post , 
there is no scope for the Petitioner for his re -employment 
in the Respondent Telecom Department. The Petitioner 
was engaged on casualbasis as and when required by the 
department, hence , he is not eligible for reinstatement as 
per the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
Scheme. Hence, it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal 
may be pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly 
and the evidence given in I. D .No. 156 /2001 on either 
side can be treated as common evidence for all these cases. 
On the side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy, 
Petitioner in LD .No. 156 / 2001, and Sri K .Mohan , 
Petitioner in I. D .No. 262/2001 have been examined as 
WW1 and WW2 respectively . As per the memo ſiled by 
the learned counsel for the Respondent/Management, the 
evidence given by one Divisional Engineer , Mr. P . 
Chandrasekar, who has been examined as a common 
witness MW1 in I. D .No. 11/ 2001, has been treated as a 
common evidence for this case and other similar 
connected cases. On the side of the Petitioner, the xerox 
copy of the service certificates have been marked as 
common Workmen exhibits. On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate 
of WWI filed before the conciliating authority carlier 
and the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which 
are mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex.W1 
to W3 have been marked as Ex .MI, M2 10 M75 . The 
learned counsel for the II Party / 

Management has advanced 
his arguments . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is - 
" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
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Telecom , Kancheepuram in terminating the services 
of the workman Shri E . Sekar is legal and justified ? 
If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?” 
Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been 
conducted Two out of these Petitioners have been 
examined as WWI and WW2. WI series , W2 and W3 
series, the service certificates ofWW1 and WW2 respec 
tively have been marked . On the side of the Management 
the Xerox copy of the services certificate of WW 1 filed 
before the conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox cop 
ies of the original muster rolls which are mentioned in 
those Service certificates under Ex.Wl to W3 have been 
marked as Ex. M 1, M2 to M75 . Apart from these docu 
ments the other Petitioners also filed in Court individually 
in their respective cases as the service certificates issued 
to them mentioning their service particulars , which are 
remained unmarked documents . The common claim made 
by all these Petitioners in their respective industrial dis 
pute against the Respondent/ Telecom Department is that 
the termination of the Petitioners from service by the Re 
spondentManagement is illegal and they must be rein 
stated in service by the RespondentManagement from the 
date of their respective termination from service as men 
tioned in their respective Claim Statements . They have 
raised these claims based on the service records, They were 
filed into Court in their respective cases. WW1and WW2 
have spoken about their respective service certificates they 
have filed into Court in their respective cases. In the cross 
examination ofboth the Petitioners WW1 and WW2, they 
have admitted that they have given their service particu 
lars to the Respondent/Department as per the direction of 
the department for consideration to confer temporary sta 
tus mazdoors only . It is their further contention in the evi 
dence that at the inception when they met the Telecom 
people , who were doing the work of the department near 
their house, requested those permanent employees of the 
Respondent Telecom Department like lincman to give 
them work and as per their direction they went to see the 
Assistant Engineer, and requested him to provide work in 
the Respondent Department. WW1 and WW2 who have 
deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners have 
stated in the cross cxamination that they have not men 
tioned all these things in their Claim Statements and they 
have notmentioned so in their earlier Claim Statements 
filed before the Regional Commissioner of Labour, 
Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They further say 
that they do notknow the name of the Assistant Engineer, 
whom they met and asked for work . It is further cvidence, 
that they used to get the wages by signing the muster rolls 
and the numbers of muster rolls mentioned in their re 
spective service certificates are truc and correct and their 
respective names are available in those original muster 
rolls mentioned in their respective service certificates. They 


further say in the cross examination that they mentioned 
in their respective Claim Statements that they were given 
service certificates by the Assistant Engineer for the days 
they worked in the Respondent Department. They have 
also denied the suggestion in the cross examination , that 
the service certificates produced by these Petitioners in 
their respective cases are all false certificates and they were 
created by them . They have also denied the suggestion 
that they have not worked in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department for the period they have mentioned by days 
in their respective Claim Ştatements. On the side of the 
RespondentManagement, the evidence given by Divi 
sional Engineer, one Mr. P .Chandrasekar as MW1 carlier 
has been treated as common evidence for this case and 
similar connected other cases as per the memo filed by the 
learned counsel for the RespondentManagement. Accord 
ing to the Petitioner, he was engaged by the Respondent 
Management Department of Telecommunication as ca 
sual mazdoor in the year 1983 and worked continuously 
till 1993 as he has stated in his Claim Statement. It is his 
further allegation in the Claim Statement that all of a sud 
den he was terminated and the action of the Respondent 
Management, Telecommunication Department in termi 
nating him from service in not following the provisions of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio void and ille 
gal. Since the said action of the Respondent/Management 
is illegal , he must be reinstated in service by the Respon 
dentManagement from the date of the alleged termina 
tion of service in the year 1993 . But it is the contention of 
the RespondentManagement and also the evidence of 
MWI that service certificates filed by the Petitioners are 
all false and created by themselves and they have notmen 
tioned anything with regard to availability of service cer 
tificates in their Claim Statements . The learned counsel 
for the RespondentManagement would further contend 
that in the Claim Statement of the Potitioners nothing has 
been mentioned as to who appoint them and where they 
have worked and who in the Respondent Department has 
terminated them from service . There is no appointment 
order as well as the termination order passed by the Re 
spondentManagement for these Petitioners to claim that 
he was appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
and he was terminated against the provisions of Industrial 
Dispules Act, 1947 . According to the Management of 
Telecom Department, these people were engaged in the 
year 1995 and some persons were engaged at the end of 
1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for laying the cables, and erecting 
poles and other connected casual works . It is the specific 
stand of the RespondentManagement that all these Peti 
tioners have not worked for 240 days and in the Counter 
Statement filed by the Respondent Management in their 
respective cases, the days for which the concerned Peti 
tioner had worked in the Respondent/Departmenthas been 
clearly given . It is their further contention that service 
certificates relied upon by these Petitioners as issued by 
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the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Department were 
not issued by the department and they were created by the 
Petitioners themselves and the particulars of the alleged 
service in the Telecom Department mentioned in the ser 
vice certificates said to have been issued by the officials 
of the Respondent/Department from 1983 to 1993 are all 
bogus . By sufficient documentary evidence, cvidence 
through Ex .M2 to M75 original muster rolls in the cross 
examination of WWI and WW2 and through the com 
mon cvidence of MWI it has been established that the 
particulars given in the service certificates by the Petition 
ers are bogus. WW1 and WW2 have clearly admitted in 
their cross examination when their attention have been 
drawn to the entries in the original muster rolls mentioned 
in their service certificates that their names have not been 
available in the original muster rolls , maintained by the 
Telecom Department. The Xerox copy of those muster 
rolls have been exhibited on the side of the Respondent 
Management as Management Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the 
cross examination of the common witness for the Man 
agementMWI, no suggestion is put to him about the work 
of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department. 
No suggestion was put in the cross examination ofMWI 
that the particulars furnished in the service certificates pro 
duced by the Petitioners are not bogus but they are genu 
ine . On the side of the Petitioners, no one has been exam 
ined as a witness to prove the service certificates they are 
relying upon . The officials in the Telecom Department, 
who said to have issued those certificates have not been 
examined by the Petitioners to prove their respective ser 
vice certificates, Tiom these common evidence available, 
it is seen that these Petitioners have worked for few days 
by assisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department in carrying out the departmental work as Ca 
sual Labourers . From the available evidence , it is seen that 
these Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers by 
the regular departmental workmen for the seasonal work 
of the department they were attending and they were dis 
engaged on completion of the particular work . From this 
it is seen that the contention of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement that the work will be available always and it is 
perennial type of work are all false. The Petitioners who 
have been examined as common witnesses for workmen 
as WW1and WW2 have admitted that they were engaged 
as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the department 
only to assist them for doing the departmental work as 
and when it was necessary . From the evidence available 
in this case , it is seen that Petitioners who have been work 
ing as casual mazdoors temporarily by assisting the regu 
lar and permanent staff of Respondent Telecom Depart 
ment have disengaged , since the work they were attended 
were completed and there was no further work for them to 
do. So from thematerials available in this case by way of 
exhibits and evidence, it is clearly established by the Re 
spondentManagement by production of original muster 
rolls which have been referred to in service certificates of 


the Petitioners that the Petitioners have never worked as 
Casual Labourers under those muster rolls for the said pe 
riod and have not been paid wages by the department. From 
this, it is seen as contended by the learned counsel for the 
Rcspondent/Management in his argument that the particu 
lars given in the service certificates produced by the Peti 
tioners are not true particulars but they are bogus certifi 
cales. If really , the particulars given in the service certiſi 
cates relied upon by the Petitioners are true, the Respon 
dent Department they would have granted them tempo 
rary status mazdoors for Casual Labourers. From the evi 
dence available in these cases, it is abundantly proved by 
the Respondent/Department that this Petitioner had not 
worked continuously from 1983 to 1993. Further, it is seen 
from the evidence available that the Petitioners were en 
gaged by the department as Casual Labourer only for the 
short period as and when required and he was given wages 
on daily rated basis . It is the evidence of MW 1 that the 
work the Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was 
only scasonal work and it was not a continuous one and it 
is not available all through the year. It cannot be denied 
that the work these Petitioners attended as Casual 
Labourers in the Respondent/Management department 
were only development work like opening new telephone 
exchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges and 
they were done as project works and on completion of 
that work , these Petitioners have no work in the depart 
ment to continue in service. It is the definite evidence of 
MW1 that on checking the service particulars given by 
the Petitioners , the department has found that the particu 
lars they furnished are not true and thcy were found to be 
bogus.All these things cannot be denied . It has been dem 
onstrated before this Tribunal by the RespondentMan 
agement by relevant documents that the names of the Pe 
titioners were not available in the originalmuster rolls that 
has been mentioned in their service certificates. From this , 
it is established that the particulars given in their service 
certificates are falsc .No date of issue of those service cor 
tificates is available in the service certificates. The Peti 
tioners who have been examined as common witnesses 
for these Petitioners as WW1 and WW2 also have not 
stated in their evidence, the dates on which they were is 
sued those service certificates by the concerned officials 
in the department. If they were really issued by the offi 
cials of the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a record 
for their service in the department, the Petitioner would 
not have been failed to mention all these things in their 
respective Claim Statements . The non -mention ofthe same 
in their Claim Statements and the production of these cer 
tificates without any basis during trial of the cases before 
this Tribunal go to show that these Petitioners have cre 
ated them for the purpose of these cases as the Rcspon 
dentManagement contends it. From the available materi 
als, it is seen that the RespondentManagement in regular 
course did not employ Petitioners and they were not given 
independent work , so the question of retrenchment from 
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service does not at all arise . So under such circumstances , 
the question of Respondents not following the provisions 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior 
notice and compensation under section 25F of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all arise. As per the recent 
decisions of the Supreme Court, the Petitioner has to prove 
conclusively with acceptable , legal evidence that he has 
worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a Ca 
sual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days preced 
ing the date on which they have been disengaged from 
work . In the absence of such evidence on the side of the 
Petitioner, it can be concluded that they have no right to 
claim even conferment of temporary status of casual 
mazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in service in the 
Respondent Telecom Department. So , under such circum 
stances, from the available materials it is seen that the ac 
tion of the Management of Telecom Department in not 
engaging thesc Petitioners as casualmazdoors , subscquent 
to completion of work for which they have engaged is 
legal and justified . Hence , this Petitioner is not entitled to 
the relief he prayed for in his Claim Statement. Thus, the 
point is answered accordingly . 

6 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is notentitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement. No Cost. 

(Diciated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April , 2002.) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party / 

Workmen : 
W .WJ - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 
W . W . 2 - Sh. K . Mohan (Petitioner in I.D . 262/2001) 
For the II Party Management: - 
M . W . ) - Sh . P . Chandrasekar DE (Legal & 

Commercial) Examined in I.D .No. 11/2001 
and has taken as Common evidence in this 

case . 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WISerics( 7) - Original service certificates issued in 

favour of Petitioners, 
W2 - Original Service Noie Book . 
W3 Series (7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Pary/Management: 
M - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners , 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.05850 
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- Xerox copy of M .R . No.05851 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No.07188 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No.07193 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 19/04693 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /04693 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 3/ 06114 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 9 /06114 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 18/06114 
- Xerox copy of M . R .No. 6 /06115 
- Xerox copyof M .R .No. 5 /06115 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 18 /06115 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1/08511 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 19 /07289 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /4427 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 4/4431 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/ 15 948 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15/06117 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 21/ 06119 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 13/08512 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 /08512 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 10 /08513 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/08514 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /20861 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /20861 
- Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20862 
- Xerox copy ofMR. No. 11/20863 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03 /20867 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 02/20868 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /20863 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12/20869 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 /20869 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 20 /04631 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 24 /2 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /4 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 /4 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 4 /5 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /5 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /5 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/5 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 1775 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 22 /5 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /59 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 04978 . 
- Xcrox copy of M . R . No. 8 /06216 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 07188 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /4427 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
- Xerox . py , ;.R .No. 9/06114 
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- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No .6 /06115 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06 / 15 

Xerox copy of M .R .No . 1/08511 

Xerox copy of M .R . No .2 /08511 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22 /08511 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13/08512 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No.23/08512 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 10 /08513 

Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15/20861 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 / 20861 
- Xerox copy of M .R , No. 12 /20862 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 20863 
- Xerox copy of M .R .NO. 19/20863 
- Xerox copy of M .R . N . 11/20864 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 02 /20866 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 03/20367 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 / 20867 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 02/20868 
- Xerox copy w M . R .No. 12 /20869 
- Xerox cony of MR. No . 06 /21253 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13/27 
- Xerox CODY OF MPN 10 

Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /29 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 4 /29 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 20 /29 
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ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
Present: K . KARTHIKEYAN , 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DESPUTE NO . 700 /2001 

( Tamil Nadu Principal Labour Court CGID . 
No. 350 /99). 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause ( d ) of sub - section ( 1 ) and sub - section 2 ( A ) of 

Setion 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 
1947 ), between Sri K . Bhoopalan and the Management 
of Telecommunications, Kancheepuram Dist ., Chennai). 

BETWEEN 
Sri K . Bhoopalan 

i I Party /Workman 

AND 
The General Manager : 11 Party /Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist., 
Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman : M /s . M . Gnanasekaran , 

C . Premavathy, 

Advocates 
For the Management : Sri. K . Sambasivam 

Addl. C . G . S . C . 
The Government of India , Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub - section 
( 1 ) and sub - section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial 

Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the 
concerned Industrial Dispute for adjudication vide Order 
No. L - 40012 / 189 / 99 / R (DU ) dated 27 - 09 - 1999 . 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Principal Labour Court, where it was taken on file 
as C .G .I.D . No . 350 / 99 . When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Principal Labour Court, the Government 
of India , Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer 
of this case from that Principal Labour Court to this 
Tribunal for adjuication . On receipt of records from that 
Principal Labour Court, the case has been taken on lile as 
I.D . No. 700 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel 
on record on either side, informing them about the transfer 
of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction to uppcar 
before this Tribunal on 01 - 11- 2001. On rcccipt of notice 
from this Tribunal, the counsels on cither side present 
along with their respective partics and prosecuted the case 
further . 

When thematter cameup before me for finalhearing 
on 01 -04- 2002 , upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
Counter Statement, the other material papers on record , 
the oral and documentary evidence let in on either side as 
common evidence for this case and the connected similar 
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कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी ) 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
S . O . 1999 .- In pursuance o Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 700 / 
2001 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Deptt. and their workman , 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21- 5 -2002 
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cases and after hearing the arguments advanced by the 
learned counsel for the II Party /Management alone , this 
matter having stood over till this date for consideration , 
this Trinbunal has passed the following : 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above 
order of reference by the Central Government for 
adjudication by this Trinunal is as follows : 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, Chengalpattu in terminating 
the services of Shri K . Bhoopalan , CasualMazdoor 
is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief is he 
entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sri K , Bhoopalan (hereinaf 
ter refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual labour in 
the II Party Management Telecom Department (herein 
after refers to as Respondent) on 01-03- 1985 for digging , 
drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as 
directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal wages 
of Rs. 7.25 as daily rated wages. Though the Petitioner 
has been continuously working with the Respondent, and 
has put in 1969 number of days of service, he had not 
been regularised . The Department of Telecommunication 
in order to absorb the casual mazdoors working in the 
department for a long period formulated a Schemeknown 
as casual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and 
Regularisation ) Scheme. The Respondent/ Telecom 
Department failed to confer temporary status on the Peti 
tioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal and arbi 
trary . The I Party /Workman has been denied employ 
ment w . e. f. 13 -05 - 1995 and , when his services were termi 
nated he was getting Rs. 60 as daily wages. When he 
approached the concerned authority for conferment of tem 
porary status, he was informed that he will be taken back 
to duty. The petitioner was waiting for orders from the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding his re -engage 
ment. However, he has not received any orders nor he 
was taken back to duty so far. His service was utilised for 
the regular work that is perennial in nature . Therefore, 
when the work and the necessity to engage the Petitioner 
continuous, there is no reason or justification for denying 
the employment to the Petitioner. No reason was given 
by the Resondents/ Telecom Department for terminating 
the services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed to 
follow the principles of natural justice. No enquiry was 
conducted and the Petitioner was not given any opportu 
nity before his services were discontinued . The Peti 
tioner has put in more than a decade continuous service 
and the termination of his service is in violation of the 
provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 . Further, the Petitioner was not given any notice or 
compensation in terms of the said provision of Industrial 
desputes Act, 1947 . Hence , the action of the Respon 


dent/Department in terminating the services of the Peti 
tioner withoutnotice or compensation is ab initio void and 
the Petitioner is deemed to be in continuous in service and 
therefore, is entitled to be reinstated with all other service 
benefits including arrears of back wages. The Respondent 
ought to have conferred temporary status as per the tem 
porary status scheme and further absorbed him against 
regular Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom 
Department s action in not doing so is illegal and arbi 
trary . Hence, this industrial dispute has been raised against 
the Respondent/ Telecom Departmentfor a declaration that 
the order of termination dated 13 -5 -1995 is illegal and 
arbitrary and consequently for a direction to the Respon 
dentManagement to reinstate the Petitioner in service 
w .e.f. 13 -5 - 1995 and to pay all artcars of back wages and 
all other attendantbenefits. 

3 . The II Party /Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations 
of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement about his ap 
pointment as Casual Labour on 01 -03 - 1985 and his con 
tention about continuous working with the Respondent/ 
Department for a period of 1969 number of days of 
service and the alleged termination of the Petitioner 
from service on 13 - 5 - 1995 . It is further alleged that 
the Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis for 
the unskilled work i. c . to carry out digging, drawing 
outwires, laying posts and for other casual works on 
daily rated wages during 1995 for a period of 109 days 
only . The department used to engage the Petitioner 
as and when there was work . In 1989, a Scheme called 
"Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was 
introduced for the Casual Labourers who actually 
worked . The essential conditions of the scheme are : 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31 -3 - 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.e. 01- 10 -89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous ser 

vice in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989; and 
4. There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner also 
furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner did 
not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he could 
not be granted TSM status. The service particulars sub 
mitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found to be 
bogus. The petitioner had produced false service certifi 
cates with a view to get the benefits like regularisation 
etc . from the department. So , the departmentdid not con 
sider the claim of the Petitioner. The alleged work donc 
by the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature . As 
on date , the department is not engaging Casual Labour 
like the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
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type of work as done by the Petiționer. Since there is no 
work and there is no post , there is no scope for the Peti 
tioner for his rc - employment in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department. The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis 
as and when required by the department, hence, he is not 
eligible for reinstatement as per the law and as well as 
Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme. Hence , it is prayed 
that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the 
claim petition . 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
the evidence given in I. D .No . 156 /2001 on either side can 
be treated as common evidence for all these cases . On the 
side of the Petitioner/Workman Sri K . Umapathy , Peti 
tioner in I. D . No . 156 / 2001 , and Sri K .Mohan , Petitioner in 
I. D . No. 262 /2001 have been examined as WW1and WW2 
respectively . As per thememo filed by the learned coun 
sel for the RespondentManagement, the evidence given 
by one Divisional Engineer, Mr. P . Chandrasekar , who 
has been examined as a common witnessMW1 in I. D . No. 
11/ 2001, has been trcated as a common evidence for this 
casc and other similar connected cases . On the side of the 
Petitioner , the xerox copy of the service certiſicates have 
been marked as common Workinen exhibits . On the side 
of the Management the Xerox copy of the services certifi 
cate ofWWI filed before the conciliating authority ear 
lies and the Xerox copies of the originalmuster rolls which 
are mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex.WI 
to W3 have been marked as Ex. MI, M2 to M75 . The 
lcarned counsel for thc II Party Management has advanced 
his arguments. 

5 . The Point formy consideration is - 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications Chengalpattu in terminating the 
services of Shri K . Bhoopalan , Casual Mazdoor is legal 
and justificd ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 

Point ; 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per the 
request of the learned counsel on cither side, a joint trial of 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been con 
ducted . Two out of these Petitioners have been examined 
as WWI and WW2. W1 scrics, W2 and W3 series, the 
service certificates of WWI and WW2 respectively have 
heen marked . On the side of the Management the Xerox 
copy of the services certificate of WW I filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox 
copies of the original muster rolls which arementioned in 
those Service certificates under Ex .WI to W3 have been 
marked as Ex .MI, M2 to M75 . Apart from these docu 
ments the other Petitioners also filed in Court individually 
in thcir respective cases as the service certificates issued 
to them mentioning their service particulars , which are 


remained unmarked documents . The common claim rnade 
by all these Petitioners in their respective industrial dis 
pute against the Respondent/ Telecom Department is that 
the termination of the Petitioners from service by the 
RespondentManagement is illegal and they must be rein 
stated in service by the Respondent/Management from 
the date of their respective termination from service as 
mentioned in their respective Claim Statements. They have 
raised these claims based on the service records. They 
were filed into Court in their respective cases. WW1 and 
WW2 have spoken about their respective service certifi 
cates they have filed into Court in their respective cases. 
In the cross examination of both the Petitioners WW1 and 
WW2, they have admitted that they have given their scr 
vice particulars to the Respondent/Department as per the 
direction of the department for consideration to confer 
ternporary status mazdoor only . It is their further conten 
tion in the evidence that at the inception when they met 
the Telecom people , who were doing the work of the 
department near their house, requested those permanent 
employees of the Respondent/ Telecom Department like 
lineman to give them work and as per their direction they 
went to see the Assistant Engineer, and requested him to 
provide work in the Respondent Departinent. WW1 and 
WW2 who have deposed as common witnesses for these 
Petitioners have stated in the cross examination that they 
have not mentioned all these things in their Claim State 
ments and they have notmentioned so in their earlier Claim 
Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
further say that they do not know the name of the Assis 
tant Engineer, whom they met and asked for work . It is 
their further evidence , that they used to get the wages by 
signing the muster rolls and the numbers of muster rolls 
mentioned in their respective service certificates are true 
and correct and their respective narnes are available in those 
originalmuster rolls mentioned in their respective service 
certificates. They further say in the cross examination that 
1hcy mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that 
they were given service certificates by the Assistant Engi 
ncer for the days they worked in the Respondent/Depart 
ment. They have also denied the suggestion in the cross 
examination , that the service certificates produced by these 
Petitioners in their respective cases are all false certifi 
cates and they were created by them . They have also de 
nied the suggestion that they have not worked in the Re 
spondent/Telecom Department for the period they have 
mentioned by days in their respective Claim Statements. 
On the side of the Respondent Management, the evidence 
given by Divisional Engineer, one Mr. P . Chandrasekar as 
MW1 earlier has been treated as common evidence for 
this case and similar connected other cases as per the memo 
filed by the learned counsel for the Respondent Manage 
ment. According to the Petitioner, he was engaged by the 
Respondent Management Department of Telecommuni 
cation as casual mazdoor in the year 1985 and worked 
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continuously till 1995 as he has stated in his Claim State 
ment. It is his further allegation in the Claim Statement 
that all of a sudden he was terminated and the action of 
theRespondent/Management, Telecommunication Depart 
ment in terminating him from service in not following the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio 
void and illegal. Since the said action of the Responden 
Management is illegal, he must be reinstated in service by 
the RespondentManagement from the date of the alleged 
termination of service in the year 1995 . But it is the con 
tention of the Respondent/Management and also the cvi 
dence of MWI that service certificates filed by the Peti 
tioners are all false and created by themselves and they 
have not mentioned anything with regard to availability 
of service certificates in their Claim Statements. The 
learned counsel for the Respondent/Management would 
further contend that in the Claim Statement of the Peti 
tioners nothing has been mentioned as to who appointthem 
and where they have worked and who in the Respondent 
Department has terminated them from service . There is 
no appointment order as well as the termination order 
passed by the Respondent/Management for these Petitioners 
to claim that hewas appointed by the Respondent Telecom 
Department and he was terminated against the provisions 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. According to the Man 
agement of Telecom Department, these people were en 
gaged in the year 1995 and some persons were engaged at 
the end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Re 
spondent/ Telecom Department for laying the cables, and 
erecting poles and other connected casual works. It is the 
specific stand of the RespondentManagement that all 
these Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the 
Counter Statement filed by the RespondentManagement 
in their respective cases, the days for which the concerned 
Petitioner had worked in the Respondent/Department has 
been clearly given . It is their further contention that Ser 
vice certificates relied upon by thesc Petitioners as is 
sued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment were not issued by the department and they were 
created by the Petitioners themselves and the particulars 
of the alleged service in the Telecom Department men 
tioned in the service certificates said to have been issued 
by the officials of the RespondentDepartment from 1984 
to 1995 are all bogus .By sufficient documentary evidence, 
evidence through Ex .M2 to M75 original muster rolls in 
the cross examination of WW1 and WW2 and through 
the common cvidence of MW1 it has been established 
that the particulars given in the service certificates by the 
Petitioners are bogus . WW1 and WW2 have clearly ad 
mitted in their cross examination when their attention have 
been drawn to the entries in the originalmuster rolls men 
tioned in their service certificates that their names have 
not been available in the original muster rolls , maintained 
by the Telecom Department. The xerox copy of those 
muster rolls have been exhibited on the side of the Re 
spondent/Management as Management Exhibits M2 to 


M75 . In the cross cxamination of the common witness for 
the Management MWI, no suggestion is put to him about 
thework of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom De 
partment. No suggestion was put in the cross examination 
ofMW I that the particulars ſurnished in the service certifi 
catcs produced by the Petitioners are not bogus but they 
are genuine. On the side of the Petitioners , no one has 
been examined as a witness to prove the service certifi 
cates they are relying upon . The officials in the Telecom 
Department, who said to have issued those certificates 
have not been examined by thc Petitioners to prove their 
respective service certificates. From these common evi 
dence available , it is seen that these Petitioners have worked 
for few days by assisting the regular staff of the Respon 
dent/ Telecom Department in carrying out the departmental 
work as Casual Labourers, From the available evidence , it 
is seen that these Petitioners were engaged as Casual 
Labourers by the regular departmental workmen for the 
seasonal work of the department they were attending and 
they were disengaged on completion of the particular work . 
From this it is scen that the contention of the Petitioner in 
the Claim Statement that the work will be available always 
and it is perennial type ofwork are all false . The Petitioners 
who have been examined as common witnesses for work 
men as WW1 and WW2 have admitted that they were 
engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the 
department only to assist them for doing the departmental 
work as and when it was necessary. From the evidence 
available in this case , it is seen that Petitioners who have 
been working as casual mazdoors temporarily by assisting 
the regular and permanent staff of Respondent/ Telecom 
Department have disengaged, since the work they were 
attended were completed and there was no further work 
for them to do . So from the materials available in this case 
by way of exhibits and evidence , it is clearly established 
by the RespondentManagement by production of origi 
nal muster rolls which have been referred to in service 
certificates of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have 
never worked as Casual Labourers under those muster 
rolls for the said period and have not been paid wages by 
the department. From this, it is seen as contended by the 
learned counsel for the Respondent Management in his 
argument that the particulars given in the service certifi 
cates produced by the Petitioners are not true particulars 
but they are bogus certificates . If really , the particulars 
given in the service certificates relied upon by the Peti 
tioners are true, the Respondent Departmentwould have 
granted them temporary status mazdoors for Casual 
Labourer. From the evidence available in these cases , it 
is abundantly proved by the Respondent Department that 
these Petitioners havenotworked continuously from 1984 
to 1995 . Further, it is seen from the evidence available 
that the Petitioners was engaged by the department as 
Casual Labourer only for short period as and when 
required and he was given wages on daily rated 
basis. It is the evidence ofMW 1 that the work the petitioners 
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were doing as Casual Labourer was only seasonal work 
and it was not a continuous one and it is not available all 
through the year. It cannot be denied that the work these 
Petitioners attended as Casual Labourers in the Respon 
dent/Management department were only development 
work like opening new telephone exchanges and strength 
ening the existing exchanges and they were done as project 
works and on completion of that work , these Petitioners 
have no work in the department to continue in service . It 
is the definite evidence ofMW1that on checking the ser 
vice particulars given by the Petitioners , the department 
has found that the particulars they furnished are not true 
and they were found to be bogus. All these things cannot 
be denied . It has been demonstrated before this Tribunal 
by the RespondentManagement by relevant documents 
that the names of the Petitioners were not available in the 
original muster rolls that has been mentioned in their ser 
vice certificates. From this, it is established that the par 
liculars given in their service certificates are false . No date 
of issue of those service certificates is available in the ser 
vice certificates. The Petitioners who have been examined 
as common witnesses for these Petitioners as WW1 and 
WW2 also have not stated in their evidence , the dates on 
which they were issued those service certificates by the 
concerned officials in the department. If they were really 
issued by the officials of theRespondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment as a record for their service in the department, the 
Petitioner would nothave been failed to mention all these 
things in their respective Claim Statements. The non -men 
tion of the samein their Claim Statements and the produc 
tion of these certificates without any basis , during trial of 
the cases, beforc this Tribunal, go to show that these Peti 
tioners have created them for the purpose of these cases 
as the Respondent/Management contends it. From the 
available materials , it is seen that the RespondentMan 
agement in regular course did not employ Petitioners and 
they were not given independent work , so the question of 
retrenchment from service does not at all arise . So under 
such circumstances , the question of Respondents not fol 
lowing the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and 
the issuance of prior notice and compensation under Sec 
tion 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all 
arise . As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court, 
-the Petitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable , 
legal evidence that he has worked in the Respondent) 
Telecom Department as a Casual Labour for a continuous 
periodof 240 days preceding the date on which they have 
been disengaged from work . In the absence of such evi 
dence on the side of the Petitioner, it can be concluded that 
they have no right to claim even conferment of temporary 
status of casualmazdoors and also to claim reinstatement 
in service in the Respondent /Telecom Depart 
ment. So , under such circumstances, from the available 
materials it is seen that the action of the Management of 
Telecom Department in not engaging these Petitioners as 
casual mazdoors , subsequent to completion of work for 


which they have engaged is legal and justified . Hence, 
this Petitioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed for in 
his Claim Statement. Thus, the point is answered accord 
ingly. 

6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the 
Claim Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer , transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002 .) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W . W .1 - Sh . K . Umapathy ( Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 
W . W .2 - Sh . K . Mohan (Petitioner in I.D . 262 /2001) 
For the II Party Management: — 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P. Chandrasekar DE [Legal & Commer 

cial] Examined in I.D .No. 11/ 2001 and has taken 

as Common evidence in this case . 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : -- 
W - Series( 7 ) - Original service certificates issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
W 2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series ( 7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates is 

sued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party /Management: 
M1- Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R , No.05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.05851 
M 4 . Xerox copy of M . R . No.07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /04693 
M7 . 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /04693 
M 8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No,3 /06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.9 /06114 
M 10 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 / 06114 
M 11 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.6 /06115 
M 12 - Xerox copyof M .R .No.5706115 
M13 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18/06115 
M 14 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M 15 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19/07289 
M 16 - Xerox copy of M . R . No .774427 
M 17 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.4 /4431 
M18 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13/ 15 948 
M19 . Xerox copy of MR. No. 15/ 06117 
M 20 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /08512 
M 22 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.23 /08512 
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M 71 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.06 /21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/27 
M73 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /29 
M74 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 4 /29 
M75 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .20 /29 

of femalt, 21 HS, 2002 
T.311. 2000. --- 315ft faalg ff144 , 1947 ( 1947 
fit 14 ) an urt 17 ARU , ET ER fakti 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के सर्बद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण , 
# Takt (HUF G 704 /2001 ) ant fra * * , 
sta Hati 721- 5- 2002 07 191 37 TL 
( 8 . 699 -40012 /191/99 — 3716.317 ( 31 .7 .) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 


M23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/08514 
M 25 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 15 /20861 
M 26 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /20861 
M 27 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20862 
M 28 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 20863 
M 29 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.03 /20867 
M 30 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .02/20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 / 20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12/20869 
M 33 - Xerox copy of M . R . No .23/ 20869 
M 34 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .20 / 04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 24 /2 
M 36 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 14 /4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.4/5 
M 39 . Xerox copy of M .R . No.7 /5 
M40 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 10 /5 
M41 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 11/5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 17 /5 
M 43 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.22 /5 
M 44 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.4 /59 
M45 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 8 /06216 
M47 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.07188 
M 48 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.774427 
M 49 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15 /06117 
M 50 - Xeroxcopy of M .R .No.9 /06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
M 52 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.6 /06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 18/06115 
M 54 . Xerox copy of M .R .No. 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.2/08511 
M 56 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.22/08511 
M 57 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M .R .No.23/08512 
M59 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10/08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 15 /20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 / 20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20862 
M63 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No . 11/20863 
M 64 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 19 /20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/ 20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.09 /20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of M . R .No.03/20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 14 /20867 
M69 . Xerox copy of M .R .No.02/20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12 / 20869 


New Delhi, the 21st May , 2002 
S . O . 2000 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref . No . 704 / 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexurc 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of Telecom Deptt. and 
their workman , which was received by the Central 
Government on 21 - 5 - 2002 

[No. L - 40012 / 191 /99 - IR (DU ) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April , 2002 
Present : K . KARTHIKEYAN , 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 704 /2001 

( Tamil Nadu Principal Labour Court CGID . 
No. 354 /99 ). 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clausc ( d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub -section ( 2A ) of 

Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 
1947 ), between Şri R . Srinivasan and theManagement of 
Telecommunications, Kancheepuram Dist., Chennai). 

BETWEEN 
Sri . R . Srinivasan 

• 1 Party /Workman 

AND 
The General Manager i II Party Management 
Telecommunications , 
Kancheepuram Dist., 
Chennai . 
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APPEARANCES : 
For the Workman : M /s. M . Gnanasekaran , 

C . Premavathy , 

Advocates 
For the Management : Sri. K . Sambasivam 

Addl. C . G . S . C . 
The Government of India , Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section 
( 1) and sub -section (2A ) of Section 10 of Industrial 

Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), have referred the 
concerned Industrial Dispute for adjudication vide Order 
No . L -40012 /191/99/ IR ( DU ) dated 27-09 -1999. 

This refcence has been made carlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Principal Labour Court, where it was taken on file 
as C .G .I.D . No . 354 / 99 . When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Principal Labour Court, the Government 
of India , Ministry ofLabour was plcased to order transfer 
of this case from that Principal Labour Court to this 
Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of records from 
that Principal Labour Court, the case has been taken on 
ſile as I.D . No. 704 /2001 and notices were sent to the 
counsel on record on either side, informing them about 
the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction 
to appear before this Tribunal on 01- 11- 2001. On receipt 
of notice from this Trinbunal, the counsels on cither side 
present along with their respective parties and prosecuted 
the case further. 

When the matter cumeup before me for ſinalhearing 
on 01-04 - 2002, upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
Counter Stalen :- 7 . the other material papers on record , 
the oral and documentary cvidence let in on either side as 
common evidence for this case and the connected similar 
cases and after bearing the arguments advanced by the 
learned counsel for the Il Party Management alone , this 
matter having stood over vil this date for consideration , 
this Trinbunalhas passed the following : 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above 
order of reference by the Central Government for 
adjudication by this Tribunal is as follows : 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, Chengalpattu in terminating 
the services of Shri R . Srinivasan , CasualMazdoor 
is legal and justiſicd ? If not, to what relief is he 
entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows - 

The I Party /Workman Sri R . Srinivasan (hereinafter 
rcfers lo as Petitioner was engaged as casual labour the II 
Party /Management Telecom . Departemnt (herein 
aſter refers to as Respondent) on 01 - 12 - 1984 for digging , 
drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as 
directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal wages 
of Rs. 6 .50 as daily rated wages. Though the Petitioner 


has been continuously working with the Respondent, and 
has put in 2040 number of days of service, he had not 
becn regularised . The Department of Telecommunication 
in order to absorb the casual mazdoors working in the 
department for a long period formulate a Scheme known 
as casual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and 
Regularisation ) Scheme. The Respondent/ Telecom 
Department failed to confer temporary status on the 
Petitioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal and 
arbitary the I Party /Workman has been denied 
cmployment w .e.f. 15 -06 - 1995 and , when his services 
were terminated he was getting Rs. 60 /- as daily wages. 
When he approached the concerned authority for 
conferment of icmporary status, he was informed thathe 
will be taken back to duty . The petitioner was waiting 
for orders from the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
regarding his re - engagement. However, he has not 
rcccived any orders nor he was taken back to duty so far. 
His service was utilised for the regular work that is 
perennial in nature. Therefore, when the work and the 
necessity to engage the Petitioner continuous, there is no 
reason or justification for denying the employment to the 
Pctitioner. No reason was given by the Respondents/ 
Telecom Departments for terminating the services of the 
Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the 
principles of natural justice. No cnquiry was conducted 
and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before 
his services were discontinued . The Petitioner has put in 
more than a decade continuous service and the termination 
of his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 
25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Further, the 
Petitioner was not given any notice or compensation 
interms of the said provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. Hence , the action of the Respondent/Department 
in terminating the services of thc Petitioner without notice 
or compensation is ab initio void and the Petitioner is 
deemed to be in continuous in service and therefore , is 
entitled to be reinstated with all other service benefits 
including artcars of back wages . The Respondent ought 
to have conferred temporary status as per the temporary 
status scheme and further absorbed him against regular 
Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom Department s 
action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary . Hence , this 
industrial dispute has been raised against the Respondent 
Telecom Department for a declaration that the order of 
termination dated 15 -6 - 1995 is illegal and arbitrary and 
consequently for a direction to the Respondent/ 
Management to reinstate the Petitioner in service w .e.f. 
15 - 6 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of hack wages and all 
other attendant benefits . 

3. The II Party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations of 
the Pctitioner in the Claim Statement about his appoint 
ment as Casual Labour on 01 - 12 - 1984 and his contention 
about continuous working with the RespondentDeparl 
ment for a period of 240 number of days of service and 
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the alleged termination of the Petitioner from service on 15 
6 - 1995 .It is further alleged that the Petitioner was engaged 
purely on casual basis for the unskilled work i.e. to carry 
out digging , drawing out wires, laying posts and for other 
casual works on daily rated wages for a short spell during 
1995 for a period of 143 days only. The department used 
to engage the Petitioner as and when there was work . In 
1989 , a Scheme called Grant of Temporary Status to Ca 
sual Labourers was introduced for thc Casual Labourers 
who actually worked . The essential conditions of the 
scheme are : 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31. 3 .1985; 
2 . He should he currently employed on the dale of 

the implementation of Scheme i.e. 01. 10 .89 ; 
3 . He should have put in 240 days continuous ser 

vice in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01.10 . 1989; and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period of more 

than onc year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars . Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status . The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
10 he hogus . The petitioner had produced false service 
ceruificates with a view to get the benefits like 
regularisation etc . from the department. So, the depart 
ment did not consider the claim of the Petitioner. The 
alleged work done by the Pctitioner is not skilled and 
perennial in nature. As on date, the department is not 
engaging Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any pur 
pose and also not doing such type of work as done by the 
Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, 
there is no scope for the Pctitioner for his re - employment 
in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. The Petitioner 
was engaged on casual basis as and when required by the 
department, hence , he is not eligible for reinstatement as 
per the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
Scheme. Hence , it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal 
may be pleased 10 dismiss the claim pcution . 

4 . When the niatter was taken up for enquiry , the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Pctitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly 
and the evidence given in I. D .No. 156 / 2001 on either 
side can be treated as common evidence for all these cases . 
On the side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy , 
Petitioner in LD .No.156 /2001 , and Sri K . Mohan , Peti 
tioner in I.D .No. 262 /2001 have been examined as WW1 
and WW2 respectively . As per the memo filed by the 
Icarned counsel for the RespondentManagement, the evi 
dence given by one Divisional Engineer , Mr. P . 


Chandrasekar, who has been examined as a common wit 
nessMW1 in I.D .No. 11/2001, has been treated as a com 
mon evidence for this case and other similar connected 
cases . On the side of the Petitioner, the xerox copy of the 
service certificates have been marked as common Work 
men exhibits . On the side of the Management the Xerox 
copy of the service certificate of WW1 filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
original muster rolls which are mentioned in those Ser 
vice certificates under Ex.Wl to W3 have been marked 
as Ex.M1, M2 to M75 . The learned counsel for the II 
Party /Management has advanced his arguments. 

5. The Point for my consideration is - 

" Whether the action of the GeneralManager, Tele 
communications Chengalpattu in terminating the ser 
vice of Shri R . Srinivasan , Casual Mazdoor is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 
Point: - 

When thematter was taken up for enquiry, as per the 
request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint trial of 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been con 
ducted Two out of these Petitioners have been examined 
as WWI and WW2. W1 series, W2 and W3 series, the 
service certificates of WW1 and WW2 respectively have 
been marked . On the side of the Management the Xerox 
copy of the service certificate of WW 1 ſiled before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
originalmuster rolls which are mentioned in those Service 
certificates under Ex .Wlto W3have been marked as Ex.MI, 
M2 to M75 . Apart from these documents the other Peti 
tioners also filed in Court individually in their respective 
cases as the service certificates issued to them mentioning 
their service particulars, which are remained unmarked 
documents . The common claim made by all these Petition 
ers in their respective industrial dispute against the Re 
spondent/ Telecom Department is that the termination of 
the Peiitioners from service by the Respondent/Manage 
ment is illegaland they inust be reinstated in service by the 
RespondentManagement from the date of their respec 
tive termination from service as mentioned in their respec 
tive Claim Statements. They have raised these claims based 
on the service records. They were filed into Court in their 
respective cases. WW1and WW2 have spoken about their 
respective service certificates they have filed into Court in 
their respective cases. In the cross examination of both the 
Petitioners WW1and WW2, they have admitted that the/ 
have given their service particulars to the Respondent 
Department as per the direc ion of the department for con 
sideration to confer temporary status mazdoor only . It is 
their further contention in the evidence that at the incep 
tion when they met the Telecom people , who were doing 
the work of the department near their house , requested 
those permanent employees of the Respondent Telecom 
Department like lineman to gi them work and er their 
direction they went u se C Assistant Engin : ; and 
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requested him to provide work in the Respondent/ Depart 
ment. WW1 and WW2 who have deposed as common 
witnesses for these Petitioners have stated in the cross 
examination that they have notmentioned all these things 
in their Claim Statements and they have not mentioned so 
in their earlier Claim Statements filed before the Regional 
Commissioner of Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation pro 
ceedings . They further say that they do not know the 
name of the AssistantEngineer,whom they met and asked 
for work . It is their further evidence , that they used to get 
the wages by signing the muster rolls and the numbers of 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective service certifi 
rates are true and correct and their respective names are 
available in those original muster rolls mentioned in their 
respective service certificates. They further say in the cross 
examination that they mentioned in their respective Claim 
Statements that they were given service certificates by the 
Assistant Engineer for tue days they worked in the Re 
spondent Department. They have also denicu the sugges 
tion in the cross examination , that the service certificates 
produced by these Petitioners in their respective cases are 
all false certificates and they were crcated by them . They 
have also denied he suggestion that they have not worked 
in the Respondent Telecom Departmentfor the period they 
have mentioned by days in their respective Clajm State 
ments. On the side of the RespondentManagement, the 
evidence given by Divisional Engineer, one Mr. 
P. Chandrasekar as MW1 earlier has been treated as com 
mon evidence for this case and similar connected other 
cases as per the memo filed by the learned counsel for the 
Respondent/Management. According to the Petitioner, he 
was engaged by the Respondent/Management Department 
of Telecommunication as casualmazdoor in the year 1984 
and worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated in his 
Clain Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim 
Statement that all of a sudden he was terminated and the 
action of the RespondentManagement, Telecommunica 
tion Department in terminating him from service in not fol 
lowing the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
is ab initio void and illegal. Since the said action of the 
Respondent/Management is illegal, he must be reinstated 
in service by the Respondent Management from the date 
of the alleged termination of service in the year 1995. But it 
is the contention of the RespondentManagementand also 
the evidence ofMWI that service certificates filed by the 
Petitioners are all false and created by themselves and they 
have not mentioned anything with regard to availability of 
service certificates in their Claim Statements . The learned 
counsel for the Respondent Management would further 
contend that in the Claim Şlatement of the Petitioners noth 
ing has been mentioned as to who appoint them and where 
they have worked and who in the RespondentDepartment 
has terminated them from service. There is no appointment 
order as well as the termination order passed by the Re 
spondentManagement for these Petitioners to claim that 
he was appointed by the Respondent Telecom Department 


and he was terminated against the provisions of Indus 
trial Disputes Act, 1947. According to the Management 
of Telecom Department, these people were engaged in 
the year 1995 and some persons were engaged at the 
end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respon 
dent/ Telecom Department for laying the cables , and 
erecting poles and other connected casual works . It is 
the specific stand of the Respondent Management that 
all thesc Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and 
in the Counter Statement filed by the RespondentMan 
agement in their respective cases, the days for which 
the concerned Petitioner had worked in the Respondent/ 
Department has been clearly given . It is their further 
contention that Service certificates relied upon by these 
Petitioners as issued by the officials of the Respon 
denu/ Telecom Department were not issued by the de 
partment and they were created by the Petitioners them 
selves and the particulars of the alleged service in the 
Telecom Department mentioned in the service certifi 
cates said to have been issued by the officials of the 
Respondent/Department from 1984 to 1995 are all bo . 
gus. By sufficient documentary evidence, evidence 
through Ex.M2 to M75 original muster rolls in the cross 
examination of WW1 and WW2 and through the com 
mon evidence of MWI it has been established that the 
particulars given in the service certificates by the Peti. 
tioners are bogus, WW1 and WW2 have clearly admit 
ted in their cross examination when their attention have 
been drawn to the entries in the original muster rolls 
mentioned in their service certificates that their names 
have not been available in the originalmuster rolls ,main 
tained by the Telecom Department. The xerox copy of 
those muster rolls have been exhibited on the side of 
the RespondentManagement asManagement Exhibits 
M2 to M75 . In the cross examination of the common 
witness for the Management MWI, no suggestion is 
put to him about the work of the Petitioner for 240 days 
in the Telecom Department. No suggestion was put in 
the cross examination ofMW1 that the particulars fur 
nished in the service certificates produced by the Peti 
tioners are not bogus but they are genuine . On the side 
of the Petitioners , no one has been examined as a wit 
ness to prove the service certificates they are relying 
upon . The officials in the Telecom Department, who said 
to have issued those certificates have not been exam 
ined by the Petitioners to prove their respective service 
certificates. From these common evidence available , it is 
seen that these Petitioners have worked for few days by as 
sisting the regular staff of the Respondent/Telecom Depart 
ment in carrying out the departmental work as Casual 
Labourers, From the available evidence , it is seen that these 
Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular 
departmental workmen for the seasonal work of the depart 
ment they were attending and they were disengaged on 
completion of the particular work . From this it is seen that the 
contention of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement that the 
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work will be available always and it is perennial type of 
work are all false . The Petitioners who have been exam 
ined as common witnesses for workmen as WW1and WW2 
have admitted that they were engaged as CasualLabourers 
by the regular staff of the department only to assist them 
for doing the departmental work as and when it was neces 
sary. From the evidence available in this case, it is seen 
that Petitioners who have been working as casualmazdoors 
temporarily by assisting the regular and permanent staff of 
Respondent/Telecom Department have disengaged , since 
the work they were attended were completed and there 
was no further work for them to do . So from the materials 
available in this case by way of exhibits and evidence , it is 
clearly established by the RespondentManagement by 
production of original muster rolls which have been 
referred to in service certificates of the Petitioners that the 
Petitioners have never worked as Casual Labourers un 
der those muster rolls for the said period and have not 
been paid wages by the department. From this , it is seen 
as contended by the learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management in his argument that the particulars given in 
the service certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
true particulars but they are bogus certificates . If really , 
the particulars given in the service certificates relied upon 
by the Petitioners are true, the Respondent/Department 
would have granted them temporary status mazdoors for 
Casual Labourers . From the evidence available in these 
cases, it is abundantly proved by the Respondent/Depart 
ment that these Petitioners have not worked continuously 
from 1984 to 1995. Further, it is seen from the evidence 
available that the Petitioner was engaged by the depart 
ment as Casual Labourer only for a short period as and 
when required and he was given wages on daily rated 
basis . It is the evidence of MW 1 that the work the 
Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was only 
seasonal work and it was not a continuous one and it is 
not available all through the year. It cannot be denied 
that the work these Petitioners attended as Casual 
Labourers in the Respondent Management department 
were only development work like opening new telephone 
exchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges and 
they were done as project works and on completion of 
that work , these Petitioners have no work in the depart 
mentto continue in service . It is the definite evidence of 
MW1 that on checking the service particulars given 
by the Petitioners , the department has found that the 
particulars they furnished are not true and they were 
found to be bogus. All these things cannot be de 
nied . It has been demonstrated before thi“ Tribunal 
by the Respondent/Management by relevant docu 
ments that the names of the Petitioners were not avail 
able in the original muster rolls that has been men 
tioned in their service certificates. From this , it is es 
tablished that the particulars given in their service 
certificates are false . No date of issue of those service 
certificates is available in the service certificates . The 


Petitioners who have been examined as common wit 
nesses for these Petitioners as WW1 and WW2 also have 
not stated in their evidence , the dates on which they were 
issued those service certificates by the concerned officials 
in the department. If they were rcally issued by the officials 
of the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a record for 
their service in the department, the Petitioner would not 
have been failed to mention all these things in their respec 
tive Claim Statements. The non -mention of the same in 
their Claim Statements and the production of these certifi 
cates without any base during trialof the cases before this 
Tribunal go to show that these Petitioners have created 
them for the purpose of these cases as the Respondent/ 
Management contends it. From the available materials , it 
is seen that the RespondentManagement in regular course 
did not employ Petitioners and they were not given inde 
pendent work , so the question of retrenchment from ser 
vice does not at all arise. So under such circumstances ,the 
question of Respondents not following the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior 
notice and compensation under section 25F of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all arise . As per the recent 
decisions of the Supreme Court, the Petitionerhas to prove 
conclusively with acceptable , legal evidence that he has 
worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a Ca 
sual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days preceding 
the date on which they have been disengaged from work . 
In the absence of such evidence on the side of the Peti 
tioner , it can be concluded that they have no right to claim 
even conferment of temporary status of casualmazdoors 
and also to claim reinstatement in service in the Respon 
dent Telecom Department. So , under such circumstances , 
from the available materials it is seen that the action of the 
Management of Telecom Department in not engaging these 
Petitioners as casual mazdoors, subsequent to completion 
of work for which they have engaged is legal and justified . 
Hence , this Petitioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed 
for in his Claim Statement. Thus, the point is answered 
accordingly. 

6 .In the result, an Award is passed holding that the Petitioner 
is notentitled to the relief prayed forin the Claim Statement.NoCost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002.) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WW1 - Sh. K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 
W . W .2 - Sh . K . Mohan ( Petitioner in I.D . 262 /2001 ) 
For the II Party Management: - 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P . Chandrasekar [DE (Lcgal & Commercial)] 

Examined in I.D .No. 1 }/2001 and has taken as Com 
mon evidence in this case . 
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Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W1 - Series(7 ) - Original service certificates issued 

in favour of Petitioners. 
W 2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 

Series ( 7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Pctitioners . 
For the II Party Management: 
MI- Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners . 
M2- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.05851 
M4 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 07188 
M5 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /04693 
M7 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /04693 

M 8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 3/06114 
M9- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 9/06114 
M 10 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
M 11 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 6/06115 
M 12 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 5/06115 
M13 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
M 14 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M 15 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19/07289 
M 16 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7/4427 
M 17 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4/4431 
M18 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /15948 
M19 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 

M 20 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/08512 
M 22 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /08512 
M 23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /08513 
M 24 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/08514 
M 25 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15 /20861 
M 26 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18/ 20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 / 20862 
M 28 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/20863 
M 29 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03 /20867 
M 30 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 02 /20868 
M 31 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /20863 
M 32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 


M 33 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23/20869 
M 34 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /04631 
M 35 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 24 /2 
M 36 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12/4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M . R .No, 14 /4 
M 38 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /5 
M 39 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /5 
M 40 . Xerox copy of M . R . No . 10 /5 
M41 . - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 17 /5 
M43 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22/5 
M44 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /59 
M 45 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 04978 
M 46 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 8 /06216 
M 47 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 07188 
M 48 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4427 
M49 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
M 50 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 9 /06114 

Xcrox copy of M .R . No . 18 /06 / 14 
M 52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6706115 
M 53 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M 54 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1/68511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .2/08511 
M56 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22 /085 ! 1 
M 57 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 13 /08512 
M 58 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 23/08512 
M 59 . Xerox copy ofMR. No . 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15/20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 18/20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12/20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 11/20863 
M 64 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 19/20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11 /20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 09/20866 
M 67 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03 /20867 
M 68 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 14 /20867 
M69 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 02 /20868 
M70 . Xerox copy of M .R .No. 12 / 20869 
M71 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 06 /21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 13 /27 
M73 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 19 /29 
M74 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 4 /29 
M 75 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 20 /29 
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This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Principal Labour Court , where it was taken on file 
as C .G .I. D . No. 375 /99 . When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Principal Labour Court, the Govt. of India , 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
case from that Principal Labour Court to this Tribunal for 
adjudication . On reccipt of records from that Principal 
Labour Court, the case has been lakçn on file as I. D . No. 
725 /2001 and notices werc sent to the counsel on record 
on either side , informing them about the transfer of this 
case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before this 
Tribunal on 18 - 10 - 2001, On receipt of notice from this 
Tribunal , the counsels on either side present along with 
their respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 


When thematter came up before mc for ſinal hearing 
on 01-01- 2002. upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
Counter Statement, the other material papers on record , 
the oral and documentary evidence let in on cither side as 
cominon evidence for this case and the connected similar 
cases and alicr hearing the arguments advanced by the 
learned counsel for the II Party /Management alonc. this 
matter having stood over till this date for consideration , 
this Tribunal has passed the following : 


AWARD 


to farett, 21 H5, 2002 
Chl. 37 . 2001. - 31tatfiia fola fufry , 1947 ( 1947 | 
14 ) TT 173714207, asta OAT T HER fom 
प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्धनियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध में । 
निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण 

TER ( HGH FUAI 725 /2001 ) enfert * , 
19 Fechar att 21 - 5 - 2002 1991 371 

[ . 699 - 40012/197/99 - 37 .371 .( 1.7.) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
S. O . 2001. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), the CentralGovernmenthereby 
publishes the award (Ref. No. 725 /2001) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court Chenminow 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to themanagement of Telecoin Dcptl 
and and their workman , which was roceived by the Central 
Govcrunent on 21 -5 - 2002 . 

No. L - 0012 / 197/ 99 - IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT. CHENNAI 

Tucsday, the 30th April, 2002 
PRESENT: 

K , KARTHIKEYAN . Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No.725 /2001 
( Tamil Nadu PrincipalLabour Court CGID No. 375/99) 

( In the matter of the dispute for adjudication 
under clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and sub -section 2 ( A ) 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputcs Act, 1947 
( 14 of 1947), between Sri T . Ashok and the Management 
of Telecommunications, Kancheepuram Dist. Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri T . Ashok 

: 1 Party /Workman 

AND 
The General Manager. : Il Party Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepurani Distt ., Chennai.) 
APPEARANCE : 
For thic Workman : M /s.M .Gnanasekaran, 

C . Premavathy. Advocates 
For the Management : Sri K . Sanıbasivam , Addl. 

CGSC 
The Govt. of India. Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -scction ( 1) and 
sub - section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ) , have referred the concerned 
Industrial Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. 
L - 40012 / 197/ 99 / 1R (DU ) dated 29 -09 - 1999 . 


The Industrial Dispulc rcferred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: -- 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecom . Kancheepuram in terminating the services 
of the workman Shri T . Ashok is legal and justified ? 
If not, 10 what relicſ , is he entitled ?" 


2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workmin are briefly as follows — 

The 1 Party/Workman Sri T . Ashok (hereinafter 
refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour in the 
Il Parly /Management Telçcom Department (hereinafter 
refers to as Respondent) on 29 -06 - 1984 for digging, 
drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as 
directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal wages of 
Rs.6. 50 as daily rated wages. Though thc Pctitioner has 
bccn continuously working with the Respondent, and has 
put in 1 + 22 number of days of service , he had not been 
regularised . The Department of Telecommunication in 
order to absorb the casual mazdoors working in the 
department for a long period formulated a Schemeknown 
as casual mazdoors (Grant of Teniporary Status and 
Regularisation ) Sclicmc. The Respondent / Telecom 
Department failed to conſer temporary status on the 
Petitioner under thc said Scheme, which is illegal and 
arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has been denied 
cniployment w .c .ſ. 25- 03 -95 and , when his services were 
terminated he was getting Rs.60 /- as daily wages. When 
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he approached the concerned authority for conferment of 
temporary status, he was informed that he will be taken 
back to duty . The Petitioner was waiting for orders from 
the Respondent/Telecom Department regarding his re 
engagement. However, he has not received any orders 
nor he was taken back to duty so far . His service was 
utilised for the regular work that is perennial in nature. 
Therefore, when the work and the necessity to engage the 
Petitioner continuous, there is no reason or justification 
for denying the employment to the Petitioner, No reason 
was given by the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
terminating the services of the Petitioner and the 
Respondent failed to follow the principles of natural 
justice. No enquiry was conducted and the Petitioner was 
not given any opportunity before his services were 
discontinued . The Petitioner has put in more than a decade 
continuous service and the termination of his service is in 
violation of the provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. Further, the Petitioner was not given 
any notice or compensation in termsof the said provision 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Hence , the action of 
the Respondent/Department in terminating the services 
of Pctitioner without notice or compensation is ab initio 
void and the Petitoner is deemed to be in continuous in 
service and therefore , is entitled to be reinstated with all 
other service benefits including arrears of back wages. The 
Respondent ought to have conferred temporary status as 
per the temporary status scheme and further absorbed him 
against regular Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom 
Department s action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary, 
Hence, this industrial dispute has been raised against the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for a declaration that the 
order oftermination dated 25-3 -95 is illegal and arbitrary 
and consequently for a direction to the Respondent 
Management to reinstate the Petitioner in service w .e. f. 
25 - 3 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits . 


1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31 -3 - 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.e . 01- 10 - 89 ; 
3 . He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior 

to 01- 10 - 1989 ; and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions hc 
could notbe granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
to be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service 
certificates with a view to get the benefits like 
regularisation etc . from the department . So , the 
department did not consider the claim of the Petitioner, 
The alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled 
and perennial in nature. Ason date, the department is not 
engaging Casual Labour like the Pctitioner for any 
purpose and also not doing such type of work as done by 
the Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, 
there is no scope for the Petitioner for his re-employment 
in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. The Petitioner 
was engaged on casual basis as and when required by the 
department, hence, he is not eligible for reinstatement as 
per the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
Scheme. Hence , it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal 
may be pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4. When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly 
and the evidence given in I. D .No. 156 / 2001 on either 
şide treated as common evidence for all these cases . On 
the side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy , 
Petitioner in ID .No. 156 /2001 , and Sri K .Mohan , 
Petitioner in I.D .No .262/2001 have been examined as 
WW1 and WW2 respectively . As per the memo filed by 
the learned coursel for the Respondent/Management, the 
evidence given by one Divisional Engineer, Mr. P . 
Chandrasekar, who has been examined as a common 
witness MW1 in I. D .No. 11/2001, has been treated as a 
common evidence for this case and other similar 
connected cases. On the side of the Petitioner, the xerox 
copy of the service certificates have been marked as 
common Workmen exhil . On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy 01 the services certificate 
of WWI filed before the conciliating authority earlier 
and the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which 
are mentioned in thosc Service certificates under Ex ,WI 
10 W3 have been marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75 . The 


3 . The II Party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations of 
the Petitioner in the Claim Statement about his appointmeni 
as Casual Labour on 29 -06 -84 and his contention about 
continuous working with the Respondent/Department for 
a period of 1422 number of days of, service and the alleged 
terinipation of the Pctitioner from scrvice on 25 -03- 1995 . 
It is further alleged that the Petitioner was engaged purely 
on casual basis for the Unskilled work i.c. to carry out 
digging, drawing out wires, laying posts and for other 
casual works on daily rated wages for a short spell during 
1995 for a period of 119 days only . The department used 
to engage thc Petitioner as and when there was work . In 
1989 , a Scheme called Grant of Temporary Status to 
Casual Labourers was introduced for the Casual 
Labourers who actually worked . The essential conditions 
of the scheine arc : - 
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AT 


learned counsel for the II Party Management has advanced 
his arguments . 

5. The Point for my consideration is — 
" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecom , Kancheepuram in terminating the services 
of the workman Shri T . Ashok is legal and justified ? 
If not, to what relief, he is entitled ? 
Point 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry, as per 
the request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
been conducted Two out of these Petitioners have been 
examined as WW1 and WW2. W1 series, W2 and W3 
series, the service certificates of WW1 and WW2 
respectively have been marked . On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate 
of WW 1 filed before the conciliating authority earlier 
and the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which 
are mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex . WI 
to W3 have been marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75 . Apart 
from these documents the other Petitioners also filed in 
Court individually in their respective cases as the service 
certificates issued to them mentioning their service 
particulars , which are remained unmarked documents . 
The common claim made by all these Petitioners in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department is that the termination of the 
Petitioners from service by the RespondentManagement 
is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 
RespondentManagement from the date of their respective 
termination from service as mentioned in their respective 
Claim Statements . They have raised these claims based 
on the service records. They were filed into Court in their 
respective cases. WW1 and WW2have spoken about their 
respective service certificates they have filed into Court 
in thcir respective cases. In the cross examination of both 
the Petitioners WW1and WW2, they have admitted that 
they have given their service particulars to the 
Respondent/Department as per the direction of the 
department for consideration to confer termporary status 
mazdoors only . It is their further contention in the 
evidence that at the inception when they met the Telecom 
people , who were doing the work of the department near 
their house, requested thosc permanent employees of 
the Respondent Telecom Department like lineman to give 
them work and as per their direction they went to see the 
Assistant Engineer, and requested him to provide work 
in the Respondent Department. WW1 and WW2 who 
have deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners 
have stated in the cross examination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and 
they have not mentioned so in their earlier Claim 
Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
further say that they do notknow the nameof the Assistant 


Engineer, whom they met and askod for work . It is their 
further evidence, that they used to get the wages by signing 
the muster rolls and the mumbers ofmuster rolls mentioned 
in their respective service certificates are true and correct 
and their respective names are available in those original 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective service 
certificates. They further say in the cross examination that 
they mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that 
they were given service certificatos by the Assistant 
Engineer for the days they worked in the Respondent/ 
Department. They have also denied the suggestion in the 
cross examination , that the service certificatos produced 
by these Petitioners in their respective cases are all falso 
certificates and they were created by them . They have also 
denied the suggestion that they have not worked in the 
Respondent Telecom Department for the period they have 
mentioned by days in their respective Claim Statements . 
On the side of the RespondentManagement, the evidenco 
given by Divisional Engineer, oneMr. P . Chandrasekar as 
MW1 earlier has been treated as common ovidence for 
this case and similar connected other cases as per the memo 
filed by the loarnod counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management According to the Petitioner, he was engaged 
by the Respondent /Management Department of 
Telecommunication as casual mazdoor in the year 1984 
and worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated in 
his Claim Statement. It is his further allegation in the 
Claim Statement that all of a sudden he was terminatod 
and the action of the Respondent/Management , 
Telecommunication Department in terminating him from 
service in not following the provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. Since the 
said action of the RespondentManagement is illegal, he 
must be reinstated in service by the Rcspondent 
Management from the date of the alleged termination of 
service in the year 1995. But it is the contention of the 
Respondent/Management and also the evidence ofMWI 
that service certificates filed by the Petitioners are all false 
and created by themselves and they have not mentioned 
anything with regard to availability of service certificates 
in their Claim Statements. The loarned counsel for the 
RespondentManagement would further contend that in 
the Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been 
mentioned as to who appoint them and where they have 
worked and who in the Respondent Department has 
terminated them from service . There is no appointment 
order as well as the termination order passed by the 
RespondentManagement for these Potitioners to claim that 
he was appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
and he was terminated against the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 . According to the Management of 
Telecom Department, these people were engaged in the 
year 1995 and some persons were engaged at the end of 
1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respondent 
Telecom Department for laying the cables, and erecting 
poles and other connected casual works . It is the specific 
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stand of the Respondent Management that all these 
Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the 
Counter Statement filed by the Respondent Management 
in their respective cases, the days for which the concerned 
Petitioner had worked in the Respondent/Department has 
been clearly given . It is their further contention that 
service certificates relied upon by these Petitioners as 
issued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department were not issued by the department and they 
were created by the Petitioners themselves and the 
particulars of the alleged service in the Telecom 
Department mentioned in the service certificates said to 
have been issued by the officials of the Respondent 
Department from 1984 to 1995 are all bogus, By sufficient 
documentary evidence , evidence through Ex .M2 to M75 
original muster rolls in the cross examination of WWI 
and WW2 and through the common cvidence ofMWI it 
has been established that the particulars given in the 
service certificates by the Petitioners are bogus. WW1 
and WW2 have clearly admitted in their cross cxamination 
when their attention have been drawn to the entries in 
the original muster rolls mentioned in their service 
certificates that their names have not been available in 
the original muster rolls , maintained by the Telecom 
Department. The xerox copy of those muster rolls have 
been exhibited on the side of the RespondentManagement 
as Management Exhibits M2 to M75 . In thc cross 
examination of the common witness for the Management 
MW1, no suggestion is put to him about the work of the 
Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department. No 
suggestion was put in the cross examination of MW1 that 
the particulars íurnished in the service certificates 
produced by the Petitioners are not bogus but they are 
genuine. On the side of the Petitioners, no one has been 
examined as a witness to prove the service certificates 
they are relying upon . The officials in the Telecom 
Department, who said to have issued those certificates 
have not been examined by the Petitioners to prove their 
respective service certificates. From these common 
cvidence available , it is seen that these Petitioners have 
worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying out the 
departmental work as Casual Labourers. From the 
available evidence , it is seen that these Petitioners were 
engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular departmental 
workmen for the seasonal work of the department thcy 
were attending and they were disengaged on completion 
of the particular work . From this it is seen that the 
contention of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement that 
the work will be available always and it is perennial type 
of work are all false . The Petitioners who have been 
examined as common witnesses for workmen as WW1 
and WW2 have admitted that they were engaged as Casual 
Labourers by the regular staff of the department only to 
assist them for doing the departmental work as and when 
it was necessary . From the evidence available in this case , 


it is seen that Petitionerswho have been working as casual 
mazdoors tcmporarily by assisting the regular and 
permanent staff of Respondent Telecom Department have 
discngaged , since the work they were attended were 
completed and there was no further work for them to do . 
So from the materials available in this case by way of 
exhibits and cvidence, it is clearly established by the 
Respondent Management by production of original 
muster rolls which have been referred to in servicc 
certificates of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have 
never worked as Casual Labourers under those muster 
rolls for thc said period and have not been paid wages by 
the department. From this, it is seen as contended by the 
learned counsel for the Respondent Management in his 
argument that the particulars given in the service 
certificates produced by the Petitioners are not true 
particulars but they are bogus certificates. If really , the 
particulars given in the service certificates relied upon 
by the Petitioners are true, the Respondent/Department 
would have granted them temporary status mazdoors 
for Casual Labourers. From the evidence available in these 
cases, it is abundantly proved by the Respondent/ 
Department that this petitioner had not worked 
continuously from 1984 10 1995 . Further, it is seen from 
the evidence available that the Petitioners were engaged 
by the department as Casual Labourers only for the short 
period and when required and he was given wages on 
daily rated basis. It is the cvidence of MW 1 that the 
work the petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was 
only seasonal work and it was not a continuous one and 
it is not available all through the year . It cannot be denied 
that the work these Petitioners attended as Casual 
Labourers in the Respondent/Management department 
were only developmentwork like opening new telephone 
cxchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges and 
they were done as project works and on completion of 
that work , these Petitioners have no work in the 
department to continue in service. It is the definite 
cvidence ofMW1that on checking the service particulars 
given by the Petitioners, the department has found that 
the particulars they furnished are not true and they were 
found to be bogus. All these things cannot be denied . It 
has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by the 
RespondentManagement by relevant documents that the 
names of the Petitioners were not available in the original 
muster rolls that has been mentioned in their service 
certificates. From this, it is established that the particulars 
given in their service certificates are false. No date of 
issue of those service certificates is available in the service 
certificates. The Petitioners who have been examined as 
common witnesses for these Petitioners as WW1 and 
WW2 also have not stated in their evidence , the dates on 
which they were issued those service certificates by the 
concerned officials in the department. If they were really 
issued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department as a record for their service in the department, 
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the Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all 
these things in their respective Claim Statements. The 
non -mention of the same in their Claim Statements and 
the production of these certificates without any baise 
during trial of the cascs before this Tribunal go to show 
that these Petitioners have created them for the purpose of 
these cases as thc Respondent/Management contends it . 
From the available materials, it is seen that the Respondent/ 
Management in regular course did not employ Petitioners 
and they were not given independent work , so the question 
of retrenchment from service does notat all arisc . So under 
such circumstances, the question of Respondents not 
following the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
and the issuance of prior notice and compensation under 
section 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all 
arise. As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court , 
the Petitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable , 
Icgal evidence that he has worked in the Respondent 
Telecom Department as a Casual Labour for a continuous 
period of 240 days preceding the date on which they have 
been disengaged from work . In the absence of such 
cvidence on the side of the Petitioner, it can be concluded 
that they have no right to claim even conferment of 
temporary status of casual mazdoors and also to claiin 
reinstatement in service in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department. So , under such circumstances, from the 
available materials it is seen that the action of the 
Management of Telecon Department in not engaging these 
Petitioncrs as casual mazdoors, subsequent to completion 
ofwork for which they have engaged is legal and justificd . 
Hence , this Petitioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed 
ſor in his Claim Statement. Thus, the point is answered 
accordingly. 

6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the 
Claim Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April , 2002.) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
wwi - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . No. 156 

2001) . 
WW2 - Sh . K . Mohan (Petitioner in I.D . 2622001) 
For the II Party/Management: — 
M .W . I. Sh . P . Chandrasekar (DE ( Legal & 

Commercial) Examined in I. D . No. 11 /2001 
and has taken as Common evidence in this 

case 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WI Series( 7 ) - Original scrvice certificates issued in 


favour of Petitioners . 
W2 - Original Service Note Book , 
W3 Series (7) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party /Management: 
M . Xerox copy of the service certificate issued 

in favour of Petitioners. 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05850 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05851 
M4 

- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 07188 
M5 • Xerox copy of M .R , No. 07193 
M6 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /04693 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 3706114 

Xerox copy of M . R . No . 9/06114 
M10 • Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06114 
Mil - Xerox copy of MR.No. 6 /06115 
M12 - Xerox copy of M . R .No. 5 /06115 
M13 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M 15 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /07289 
M16 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7/ 4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.4 /4431 
Ml 8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/ 15 948 
M19 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15/06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 21 /06119 
M21 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 23 /08512 
M23 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 11/ 08514 
M25 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 15/ 20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 18 /20861 
M27 • Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03 /20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 02/ 20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
M33 . Xerox copy of M . R . No . 23/20869 
M3 + - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 / 4 
M37 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 14 /4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/3 
M39 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.775 
M40 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /5 
M41 - Xeros cops of MR. No 11/5 
M + 2 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1775 
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M43 - Xerox copy of MR. No.22 /5 
M44 - Xerox copy of M .R , No.4 /59 
M45 • Xerox copy of M . R . No. 04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 8 /06216 
M47 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.7/4427 
M49 • Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15 /06117 
M50 - Xeroxcopy of M .R .No. 9/06114 
M51 • Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6 /06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of MR No. 18 / 06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 2 /08311 
M56 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 22/08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of M . R . Nu. 13/08512 
M58 Xerox copy of M .R , No. 23/08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 10 /08513 
M60 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 / 20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/20863 
M64 Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 09/ 20866 
M67 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03/20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of MR, No. 14 /20867 
M69 • Xerox copy of MR No. 02 / 20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12 /20869 
M71 Xerox copy of MR No. 06 / 21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /27 
M73 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /29 
M74 - Xerox copy of MR, No. 4 /29 
M75 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 20 /29 

faft, 21 , 2002 
art .31 . 2002. — otuifiisfoar itu 144, 1947 ( 1947 
114 ) URT 17 * 3TGHRUTH, 957319 HR fyrt 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबंद्धनियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण 

Y9C (HG 727 /2001 ) fritt , 
* * 14 HAR 21 - 5 - 2002 YIK 5311 411 
( # . 2 - 40012 /201/99 – 3116 .59€ ( 31. 7 .) ) 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21stMay, 2002 
S . O . 2002 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act , 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 727/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 


the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Deptt. and and their 
workman ,which was received by the CentralGovernment 
on 21 - 5 - 2002 

[No . L -40012/201/99 - IR (DU )] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT , INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday , the 30th April, 2002 
PRESENT : 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 727 /2001 

( Tamil Nadu Principal Labour Court CGID . 
No. 377 / 99 ). 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub -section ( 1) and sub -section 2 ( A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947 ), between Sri G . Ramakrishnan and the 
Management of Telecommunications, Kancheepuram 
Dist., Chennai). 

BETWEEN 
Sri G . Ramakrishnan i I Party /Workman 

AND 
The Gencral Manager : II Party Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist., 
Chennai 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman : M /s. M . Gnanasekaran , 

C . Premavathy, 

Advocates 
For the Management : Sri, R , Kanniappan 

Addl. C . G . S . C . 
The Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub - section 
( 1 ) and sub -section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial 

Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947 ), have referred the 
concerned Industrial Dispute for adjudication vide Order 
No. L -40012 /201 /99 /IR (DU ) dated 13 - 10 - 1999 . 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Principal Labour Court , where it was taken on file 
as C .G .I. D . No. 377 /99. When thematter was pending 
enquiry in that Principal Labour Court, the Govt. of India , 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
case from that Principal Labour Court to this Tribunal 
for adjuication . On receipt of records from that Principal 
Labour Court , the case has been taken on file as I. D . No. 
727 /2001 and notices were sent to the counsel on record 
on either side, informing them about the transfer of this 
case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before this 
Tribunal on 01- 11 -2001. On receipt of notice from this 
Trinbunal , the counsels on either side present along with 
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their respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 

When thematter cameup before me for final hearing 
on 01-04 -2002, upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
Counter Statement, the other mataerial papers on record , 
the oral and documentary evidence let in on either side as 
common evidence for this case and the connected similar 
cases and after hearing the arguments advanced by the 
learned counsel for the II Party Management alone, this 
matter having stood over till this date for consideration , 
this Trinbunal has pased the following : - 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above 
order of reference by the Central Government for 
adjudication by this Tribunal is as follows : 

"Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, Chengalpattu in terminating 
the services of Shri G . Ramakrishnan , Casual 
Mazdoor is legal and justified ? If not, to what 
relief is he entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sri G . Ramakrishnan 
( hereinafter refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as cassual 
labour in the II Party Management Telecom . Department 
(hereinafter refers to as Respondent) on 01-02 - 1984 for 
digging , drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal 
wages of Rs.6 , 50 as daily rated wages. Though the 
Petitioner has been continuously working with the 
Respondent, and has put in 1799 number of days of 
service. he had not been regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casual 
mazdoors working in the department for a long period 
formulated a Scheme known as casual mazdoors (Grant 
of Temporarty Status and Regularisation ) Schemc. The 
Respondent/ Telecom Department failed to confer 
temporary status on the Petitioner under the said Scheme, 
which is illegal and arbitrary. The I Party /Workman has 
been denied employment w .e.f. 25 - 06 - 1995 and , when 
his services were terminated he was getting Rs. 60 / - as 
daily wages . When he approached the concerned authority 
for conferment of temporary status, he was informed that 
he will be taken back to duty . The petitioner was waiting 
for orders from the Respondent/Telecom Department 
regarding his re- engagement. However, he has not 
received any orders nor he was taken back to duty so far. 
His service was utilised for the regular work that is 
perennial in nataure . therefore, when the work and the 
necessity to engage the Petitioner continuous, there is no 
reason or justification for denying the employment to the 
Petitioner. No reason was given by the Resondent/ 
Telecom Department for terminating the services of the 
Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the 
principles of natural justice . No enquiry was conducted 
and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before 


his services were discontinued . The Petitioner has put in 
more than a decade continuous service and the termination 
of his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 
25F of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 . Further, the 
Petitioner was not given any notice or compensation in 
terms of the said provision of Industrial desputes Act , 1947 . 
Hence, the action of the Respondent/Department in 
terminating the services of the Petitioner without notice 
or compensation is ab initio void and the Petitioner is 
deemed to be in continuous in service and therefore, is 
entitled to be reinstated with all other service benefits 
including arrears of back wages. The Respondent ought 
to have conferred temporary status as per the temporary 
status scheme and further absorbed him against regular 
Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom Department s 
action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary . Hence, this 
industrial dispute has been raised against the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for a declaration that the order of 
termination dated 25 -6 - 1995 is illegal and arbitrary and 
consequently for a direction to the Respondent/ 
Management to reinstate the Petitioner in service w .c .f. 
25 -06 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits. 

3 . The II Party /Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations of 
the Petitioner in the Claim Statement about his appoint 
ment as Casual Labour on 01-02 - 1984 and his 
contention about continuous working with the Respon 
dent/Department for a period of 1799 number of days 
of, service and the alleged termination of the Petitioner 
from service on 25 -06 - 1995 . It is further alleged that the 
Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis for the 
unskilled work i.e . to carry out digging, drawing out wires, 
laying posts and for other casual works on daily rated 
wages. The department used to engage the Petitioner as 
and when there was work . In 1989, a Scheme called 
Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was 
introduced for the Casual Labourers was introduced for 
the Casual Labourers who actually worked . The csscn 
tial conditions of the scheme are : - 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 31. 3. 1985; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i. e. 01. 10 .89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous ser 

vicc in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01 . 10 . 1989; and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status. The service particularis 
submitted by the Pctitioner were scrutinized and found 
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to be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service cer 
tificates with a vicu to get the benefits like regularisation 
etc . from the department. So , the department did not con 
sider the claim of the Pctitioner. The alleged work donc 
by the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature. As 
on date , the department is not engaging Casual Labour 
like the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since there is no 
Work and there is no post, there is no scope for the Peti 
tioner for his re- employment in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department. The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis 
as and when required by the department, hence, le is not 
eligiblc for reinstatement as per the law and as well as 
Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme Hence, it is prayed 
that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the 
claim petition . 

t. When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petiljoner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly 
and the evidence given in I. D .No. 156 /2001 on either 
side can be treated as common cvidence for all these 
cascs. On the side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . 
Umapathy, Petitioner in I. D . No . 156 / 2001, and Sri 
K .Mohan , Petitioner in I. D .No.262/2001 have been 
examined as wwi and WW2 respectively . As per the 
memo filed by the learned counsel for the Respondent 
Management, the evidence given by onc Divisional 
Engineer. Mr P . Chandrasckar, who has been examined 
as a common witnessMWI in I. D .No. 11/ 2001, has been 
treated as a common evidence for this case and other 
similar connected cases. On the side of the Petitioner, the 
Xerox copy of the sen ice certificates have been marked 
as common Workmen exhibits . On the side of the 
Management the Xcrox copy of the service certificate of 
WWI filed beforç the conciliating authority earlier and 
the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which arc 
mentioned in those Scrvice certificates under Ex.Wlto W3 
have been marked as E . MI, M2 to M75 . The learned 
counsel for the II Party /Management has advanced his 
arguments . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is 
" Whether the action of the General Manager . 
Telecommunications, Chengalpattu in terminating 
ile services of Sri G . Ramakrishnan , Casual 
Mazdoor is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief 
is he cntitled ?" 
Point : - 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
been conducted Two out of these Petitioners have been 

mincd as WWI and WW2. W prti, : V2 and W3 
. eries , the service cutiſiciilcs of idling , " W ) 


respectively have been marked . On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate of 
WW 1 ſiled before the conciliating authority carlier and 
the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex .WI10 W3 
have been marked as Ex M1,M2 to M75 . Apart from thicse 
documents the other Petitioners also ſiled in Court 
individually in their respective cases as the service 
certificates issued to them mentioning their service 
particulars, which are remained unmarked documents . 
The common claim made by all thesc Petitioners in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department is that the termination of the 
Petitioners from service by the Respondent/Managoment 
is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 
RespondentManagement from the date of their respective 
termination from service as mentioned in their respective 
Claim Statements. They have raised these claims based 
on the service records. They werc ſilcd into Court in their 
respective cases, WW1and WW2have spoken about their 
respective service certificates they have filed into Court 
in their respective cascs. In the cross examination of both 
the Petitioners WW1 and WW2, they have adınitted that 
they have given thcir service particulars to the 
Respondent/Department as per the direction of the 
department for consideration to confer termporary status 
mazdoors only . It is their further contention in the 
evidence that at the inception when they met the Telecom 
people, who were doing the work of the department near 
their house, requested those permanent employees of 
the Respondent/ Telecom Departınent like lineman to give 
them work and as per the direction they went to see the 
Assistant Engineer , and requested him 10 provide work 
in the Respondent Department. WW1 and WW2 who 
have deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners 
have stated in the cross examinaton that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and 
they have not mentioned so in their earlier Claim 
Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour , Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
further say that they do notknow the nameof the Assistant 
Engineer, whom they met and asked for work . It is their 
further evidence , that thcy used to get the wages by signing 
themuster rolls and the numbers ofmuster rolls mentioned 
in their respective service certificates are truc and correct 
and their respective names are available in those original 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective service 
certificates. They further say in the cross examination that 
thcy mentioned in their respective Clajm Statements that 
they were given scrvice certificates by the Assistant 
Engineer for the days they worked in the Respondent/ 
Department. They have also denied the suggestion in the 
cross examination , that the service certificates produced 
by these Pclitioners in their respective cascs are all false 
certificates and they were created by them . They have also 
denied the suggestion that they have not worked in the 
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Respondent/ Telecoin Department for the period they have 
mentioned by days in their respective Claim Statements. 
On the side of the Respondent/Management, the evidence 
given by DivisionalEngineer, one Mr. P. Chandrasckar as 
MWI carlier has been treated as common evidence lor 
this casc and similar connected other cases as per the memo 
filed by the learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management. According to the Petitioner, he was engaged 
by thc Respondent/Management Department of 
Telecommunication as casual mazdoor in the year 1984 
and worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated in 
his Claim Statement. It is his further allegation in thc 
Claim Statement that all of a sudden he was tcrminated 
and the action of the Respondent/Management. 
Telecommunication Department in terminating him from 
scrvice in not following the provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. Since the 
said action of the Respondent/Management is illegal. he 
must be reinstated in service by tlic Respondent/ 
Management froin thic date of the alleged termination of 
service in the ycar 1995 But it is the contention of the 
Respondent/Management and also the evidence ofMW1 
that service certificates ſiled by the Pculioners are all false 
and created by themselvcs and they have not mentioned 
anything with regard to availability of service certificates 
in thcir Claim Statements. The learned counsel for the 
Respondent/Management would further contend that in 
the Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been 
mentioned as to who appoint them and where they have 
worked and who in the Respondent Department has 
terminated them from service There is no appointment 
order as well as the tcrnunation order passed by thc 
Respondent Management for this Pctitioners to claim that 
he was appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
and he wasterminated against the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 . According to the Management of 
Telecom Department, these people were engaged in the 
year 1995 and some persons were engaged at ihic cnd oſ 
1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for laying the cables , and crecting 
poles and other connected casual works. It is the specific 
stand of the Respondent/Management that all these 
Petitioners have not workcd for 240 days and in the 
Counter Statement filed by the Respondent Management 
in their respective cases, the days for which thc concerned 
Petitioner had worked in the RespondentDcpartmenthas 
been clearly given . It is their further contention that service 
certificates relied upon by these Petitioners as issued by 
the officials of the Respondent Telecoin Departmentwere 
not issucd by the department and they were created by the 
Petitioners themselves and the particulars of ļhe alleged 
service in the Telecom Department mentioned in the 
service certificates said to have bcen issucd by the officials 
of the Respondent Department from 1987 10 1995 are all 
bogus By sufficicnt documentary evidence, cvidence 
through Ex.M2 10 M175 originalmuster rolls in the cross 


examination ofWW1and WW2and through the common 
evidence of MW1 it has been established that the 
particulars given in the service certificates by the 
Petitioners arç bogus. WWI and WW2 have clearly 
admitted in their cross examination when their attention 
have been drawn to the entries in the original muster rolls 
mentioned in thcir service certificates that thcir names have 
not been available in the originalmuster rolls, maintained 
by the Telecoin Department. The Xerox copy of those 
muster rolls have been exhibited on the side of the 
RespondentManagement asManagement Exhibits M2 to 
M75. In the cross examination of the common witness for 
the ManagementMW1, no suggestion is put to him about 
the work of thc Pctitioner for 240 days in the Telecom 
Department. No suggestion was put in the cross 
examination ofMW1that the particulars furnished in the 
service certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
bogus but they are genuine. On the side of thc Petitioners, 
no one has been examined as a witness to prove the scrvicc 
certificates they are relying upon , The officials in the 
Telccom Department, who said to have issued those 
ccrtificates have not been examined by the Petitioners to 
prove their respective service certificates. From these 
common evidence available, it is seen that these Petitioners 
have worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of 
the Respondenu/ Telecom Department in carrying out the 
departmental work as Casual Labourers, Froin thc available 
cvidence, it is seen that these Petitioners were engaged as 
Casual Labourers by the regular departmental workinen 
for the seasonalwork of the department they were attending 
and they were disengaged on complction of the particular 
work . From this it is seen that the contention of the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement that the work will be 
available always and it is perennial type of work are all 
false . The Pctitioners who have been cxamincd as common 
witnesses for workmen as WW1and WW2 have admitted 
that thcy were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular 
staff of the department only to assist them for doing the 
departmental work as and when it was necessary. From 
the evidence available in this case, it is seen that Petitioners 
who have been working as casual mazdoors temporarily 
by assisung the regular and permanent staff of Respondent 
Telecom Department have disengaged , since the work thcy 
were attended were completed and there was no ſurther 
work for them to do. So from the materials available in 
this casc by way of exhibits and evidence , it is clcarly 
established by tic Respondent/Management by production 
of original muster rolls which have been referred to in 
service certificates of the Petitioners that the Pctitioners 
have never worked as CasualLabourers under those muster 
rolls for the said period and have not been paid wages by 
the department. From this , it is seen as contended by the 
Icarncd counsel for the RespondentManagement in his 
argument that the particulars given in the scrvicc 
certiſicales produced by the Pctitioners are not truc 
particulars but they are bogus certificates. If rcally , the 
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particulars given in the service certificates relied upon 
by the Petitioners are true, the Respondent/Department 
they would have granted them temporary status mazdoors 
for Casual Labourers. From the evidence available in these 
cases , it is abundantly proved by the Respondent/ 
Departnicnt that this Petitioner have not worked 
continuously from 1984 to 1995. Further, it is seen from 
the evidence available that the Petitioner was engaged 
by the department as Casual Labourer only for the short 
period and when required and he was given wages on 
daily rated basis. It is the evidence of MW 1 that the 
work the Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was 
only scasonal work and it was not a continuous one and 
it is not available all through the year. It cannot be denied 
that the work these Petitioners attended as Casual 
Labourers in the Respondent Management department 
were only developmentwork like opening new telephone 
exchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges and 
they were done as project works and on completion of 
that work , these Petitioners have no work in the 
department to continue in service . It is the definite 
evidence ofMW1 that on checking the service particulars 
given by the Petitioners, the departinent has found that 
the particulars they furnished are not true and they were 
found to be bogus. All these things cannot be denicd . It 
has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by the 
RespondentManagementby relevant documents that the 
names of the Petitioners were not available in the original 
muster rolls that has been inentioned in their service 
certificates. From this, it is established that the particulars 
given in their service certificates are false . No date of 
issue of thosc service certiſícates is available in the service 
certificates. The Petitioners who have been examined as 
common witnesses for these Petitioners as WWI and 
WW2 also have not stated in their evidence , the dates on 
which they were issued thosc service certificates by the 
concerned officials in the department. If they were really 
issued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department as a record for their service in the department, 
the Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all 
these things in their respective Claim Statements. The 
non -mention of the same in their Claim Statements and 
the production of these certificates without any basis 
during trial of the cases before this Tribunal go to show 
that these Petitioners have created them for the purpose of 
thesc cases as the RespondentManagement contends it. 
From the availablematerials, it is secn that the Respondent 
Management in regular course did not employ Petitioners 
and they werc not given independent work , so the question 
of retrenchment from service does not at all arise. So under 
such circumstances, the question of Respondents not 
following the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
and the issuance of prior notice and compensation under 
Section 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at 
alt arise. As per the recent decisions of the Supreme Court, 
the Petitioner has to prove conclusively with acceptable . 


legal evidence that he has worked in the Respondent 
Telecom Department as a Casual Labour for a continuous 
period of 240 days preceding the date on which they have 
been disengaged from work , In the absence of such 
evidence on the side of the Petitioner, it can be concluded 
that they have no right to claim even conferment of 
temporary status of casual mazdoors and also to claim 
reinstatement in service in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department. So , under such circumstances, from the 
available materials it is scen that the action of the 
Management of Telecom Department in not engaging these 
Petitioners as casualmazdoors, subsequent to completion 
ofwork for which they have engaged is legal and justified . 
Hence , this Petitioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed 
for in his Claim Statement. Thus , the point is answered 
accordingly . 

6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the 
Claim Ştatement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to thc Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by mein the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002 .) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W . W . I - Sh . K . Umapathy ( Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 
W . W . 2 - Sh.K -Mohan (Petitioner in I.D . 262 /2001) 
For the II Party/Management: — 
MW . 1 . Sh . P . Chandrasekar [DE (Legal & 

Commercial)] Examined in I. D .No. 11/ 2001 
and has taken as Common evidence in this 

case 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
Wi Series( 7) - Original service certificates issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
W2 

Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series(7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Pary Management : 
M - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued 

in favour of Petitioners. 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.05851 
M + - Xerox copy of M .R . No .07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 19 /04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 3/0611 + 
M9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 9/06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
Mil - Xerox copy of M .R .No.6 /06115 
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M64 . 
M65 
M66 
M67 
M68 
M69 
M70 
M71 
M72 
M73 
M74 
M75 


- Xerox copy of MR No. 19 /20863 
- Xerox copy of MR No. 11/20864 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No .09 /20866 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No.03 / 20867 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /20867 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No.02 / 20868 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
- Xerox copy of MR. No.06 /21253 
- Xerox copy of MR, No. 13 /27 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /29 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 4 /29 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 20 /29 


M12 
M13 
M14 
M15 
M16 
M17 
M18 
M19 
M20 
M21 
M22 
M23 
M24 
M25 
M26 
M27 
M28 
M29 
M30 
M31 
M32 
M33 
M34 
M35 
M36 
M37 
M38 
M39 
M40 
M41 
M42 
M43 
M44 
M45 
M46 
M47 
M48 


To fastett, 21 , 2002 
01.31. 2003. - Eufo farang auf 144, 1947 ( 1947 
का 14 ) की धारा 17 के अनुसरण में , केन्द्रीय सरकार दूरसंचार विभाग 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण 

UT (FH FIGY 258 /2001 ) yfi ofit, 
ta ar 21 - 5 - 2002 147 TTT TI 
( #. 09 - 40012/204 / 99 - 9115 . . ( Ft.q.) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, जैस्क अधिकारी 


- Xerox copy of M .R .No.5 /06115 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 1/08511 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /07289 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No .774427 
- Xerox copy of M .R , No.4 /4431 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 13 /15 948 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No .21/06119 
. Xe 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/08512 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No.23/08512 
• Xerox copy of MR. No.10 /08513 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No .11/08514 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /20861 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No.18 /20861 
- Xerox copy of M . R No. 12 /20862 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11 /20863 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03 / 20867 
- Xerox copy of M .R , No .02 / 20868 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /20863 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20869 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No.23 /20869 
- Xerox copy of MR. No 20 /04631 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 24 /2 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 12 /4 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /4 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No.4 /5 
- Xerox copy of M . R , No. 775 
- Xerox copy of M .R , No. 10 / 5 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 5 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1775 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No.22 /5 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No.4 /59 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No.04978 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No.8 /06216 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No.07188 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No.7 /4427 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15 /06117 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 9/06114 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 18 /06114 
- Xerox copy of MR. No.6 /06115 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1/08511 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 2 / 08511 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No .22 /08511 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No.23 /08512 
- Xerox copy of M . R No. 10 /08513 
- Xerox copy of M .R , No. 13/20861 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
- Xerox copy of M .R No. 12 / 20862 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/20863 


New Delhi, the 21st May , 2002 
S .O . 2003. In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes theaward (Ref.No. 258 /2001) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court Chennai now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to themanagement of Telecom Deptt 
and and their workman , which was received by the Central 
Government on 21 -5 - 2002 

[No. L -40012/204 /99 - IR (DU )] 
KULDP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT . INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday , the 30th April, 2002 
PRESENT : K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 258 /2001 
( TamilNadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D .No. 299 /99 ) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d ) of sub - section (1 ) and sub - section 2 ( A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 
1947 ), between the Workman Shri G . Ravi and unc 
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Management of Telecommunications. Kancheepuram 
Distt., Chennai). 

BETWEEN 
Sri G . Ravi 

i I Party /Workman 


AND 


The GeneralManager ; Il Party /Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Distt.. 
Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman : M / s. M . Gnanasekar 

C . Premavathi, 
G .Manjula , 

Advocates - 
For thc Management : Sri.R . Kanniappan 

Addl. C .G .S .C . 
The Government of India , Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub - section 
( 1 ) and sub -section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Dispute Act. 1947 ( 14 of 1947) , have referred the 
concerned Industrial Dispute for adjudication vide Order 
No. L -40012 / 201/99/IR (DU ) dated 13 - 10 -1999 . 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial TribunalChennai, where it was taken 
on file as I. D . No. 299 /99. When the matter was ponding 
cnquiry in that the Govt. of India, Ministry of Labour 
was pleasod to order transfer of this case from that Tribunal 
to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of records 
from that Tribunal the casc has been taken on file as I.D . 
No. 258/2001 and notices were sent to the counsel on 
record on either side, informing them about the transfer of 
this case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before 
this Tribunal on 09 -02 -2001 . On reccipt of notice from 
this Tribunal, the counsels on cither side present along 
with their respective paries and prosecuted the case further. 

When the matter came up before me for finalhearing 
on 01-04- 2002 , upon perusing the Claim Statement. 
Counter Statement, additional counter statement the other 
material papers on record , the oral and documentary 
evidence let in on either side as common evidence for 
this case and the connected similar cases and after hearing 
the arguments advanced by the learned counsel for the Il 
Party /Management alone , this matter having stood over 
till this date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed 
the following : 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above 
order of reſerence by the Central Governinent for 
adjudication bị this Tribunal is as follows: 

" Whether the action of the General Manager , 
Telecommunications. Kancheepuram in terminating 


the services of Shri G . Ravi, as CasualMazdoor is 
legal and justificd ? If so , to what relief is he 
entitled ?"" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party/Workman are briefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sri G . Ravi ( hereinafter 
reſers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour in 
the II Parly /Management Telecom , Department 
(hereinafter rcfers to as Respondent) on 01-03 - 1985 for 
digging , drawing wires , laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as directed by his superiors . He was paid nominal 
wages of as Rs. 6 .50 as daily rated wages. Though the 
Pctitioner has becn continuously working with the 
Respondent, and has put in 1074 number of days of 
service , he had not becn regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to abosorb the casual 
mazdoors working in the department for a long period 
formulated a Schemc known as casual mazdoors (Grant 
of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Schemc. The 
Respondent/ Telecom Department failed to confer 
temporary status on the Petitioner under the said Scheme, 
which is illegal and arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has 
been denicd employment w .e.f. 25 -06 - 1995 and, when 
his services were terminate he was getting Rs. 60 /- as 
daily wages. When he approached the concerned authority 
for conferment of temporary status,he was informed that 
he will be taken back to duty . The petitioner was waiting 
for orders from the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
regarding his re -engagement. However , he has not 
received any orders nor he was taken back to duly so far. 
His service was utilised for the regular work that is 
perennial in nature . Therefore, when the work and the 
necessity to engage the Petitioner continuous , there is no 
reason or justification for denying the employment to the 
Petitioner. No rcason was given by the Respondents/ 
Telecom Departments for terminating the services of the 
Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the 
principles of natural justice, No enquiry was conducted 
and thc Petitioner was not given any opportunity beforç 
his services were discontinued . The Petitioner has put in 
more than a decade continuous service and the termination 
of his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 
25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Further, the 
Petitioner was not given any notice or compensation in 
termsof the said provision of Industrial dispucs Act, 1947 , 
Hence , the action of the Respondent/Department in 
terminating the services of the Petitioner without notice 
or compensation is ab initio void and the Pctitioner is 
deemed to be in continuous in service and therefore , is 
entitled to be reinstated with all other service benefits 
including arrears of back wages. The Respondent ought 
to have conferred temporary status as per the temporary 
status schemeand further absorbed him against regular 
Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom Department s 
action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary . Hence, this 
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industrial dispute hasbeen raised against the Respondenų 
Telecom Department for a declaration that the order of 
termination dated 25 -6 - 1995 is illegal and arbitrary and 
consequently for a direction to the Respondent 
Management to reinstate the Petitioner in servicc w . c. f. 
25 -06 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits 

3. The II Party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter State 
ment denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement about his appointment as Casual Labour on 
01-03 - 1985 and his contention about continuous working 
with the Respondent/Dcpartment for a period of 1074 
number of days of service and the alleged termination of 
the Petitioner from service on 25 -06 - 1995 . It is further 
alleged that the Pctitioner was engaged purely on casual 
başıs for the unskilled worki. e to carry out digging, draw 
ing outwires, laying posts and for other casual works on 
daily rated wages in 1995 for a period of 103 days. The 
deparment uscd to engage thc Peutioner as and when there 
was work . In 1989. a Scheme called Grant of Temporary 
Status to Casual Labourers was introduced for thc Casual 
Labourers who actually worked The essential conditions 
of the scheme are — 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 31 -3 -1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.c . 01 - 10 -89; 
3 . He should have put in 210 days continuous ser 

vicc in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989; and 
7 . There should notbe a brcak for a period of more 

than one year 

The petitioner was directed to furnish thc service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status. The scrvice particulars 
submitted by thc Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
to be bogus. The petitioner had produced false servicc 
certificates with a view to get the benefits likc 
regularisation etc, from the department. So , the depart 
ment did not consider the claim of the Pctitioner. The 
allcged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled and 
perennial in nature. As on date, the department is not 
engaging Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any pur 
pose and also not doing such type of work as done by the 
Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, 
there is no scope for the Petitioner for his re- employment 
in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. The Petitioner 
was engaged on casual basis as and when required by the 
department, hence, he is not eligible for reinstatement as 
per the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
Scheme. Hence , it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal 
may be plcased to dismiss the claim petition 


4 . When thc matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
Icarncd counsel on cither side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like thc Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be triod together jointly 
and the evidence given in I. D .No. 156 / 2001 on either side 
can be treated as common cvidence for all these cases. On 
the side of thc Petitioner /Workman Sri K , Umapathy , 
Petitioner in I. D No. 156 /2001, and Sri K Mohan , 
Petitioner in I. D .No. 262/ 2001 have been examined as 
WW1 and WW2 respectively As per the memo ſiled by 
the learned counscl for the Respondent Management, the 
evidence given by onc Divisional Engineer, Mr. P . 
Chandrasekar, who has been examined as a common 
witness MWI in I. D . No. 11/2001, has been trcated as a 
common cvidence for this case and other similar connected 
cascs On the side of the Pctitioner , the xerox copy of the 
service certificates have been marked as common 
Workmen cxhibits. On the side of the Management the 
Xerox copy of the serviccs certiſicate of WW1 filed before 
the conciliating authority carlier and the Xerox copies of 
the original muster rolls which arc mentioned in those 
Service Certificates under Ex W110 W3 have been marked 
as Ex.MI,M2 to M75 . The Icarned counsel for the Il Party / 
Management has advanccd his arguments. 

5. The Point for my consideration is. .. 
" Whether the action of the General Manager , 
Telecommunications, Kancheepuram in 
terminating the scrvices or Sri G . Ravi, as Casual 
Mazdoor is legal and justified ? If so , to what relief 
is he entitled ?" 
Point : 

When thematter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the learned counsel on either side , a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
bccn conducted Two out of thcsc Petitioners have been 
examined as WW1 and WW2 W1 scries, W2 and W3 
series, the service Certificates of WW1 and WW2 
respectively have been marked . On the side of the 
Management thc Xerox copy of the services certificate 
of WW 1 filed before the conciliating authority earlier 
and the Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which 
arc mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex.Wi 
to W3 have been marked as ExMI, M2 10 M75. Apart 
froni these documents the other Petitioners also filed in 
Court individually in their respective cases as the servicc 
certificates issued to them mentioning their service 
particulars, which are remained unmarked documents . 
The common claim made by all those Petitioners in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent 
Telecom Department is that the termination of the 
Petitioners from scrvice by the RespondentManagement 
is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 
RespondentManagemeii frontedate of the ir respecte 
icrmination from service as mentioned in their resp . uinc 
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Claim Statements . They have raised these claims based 
on the service records. They were filed into Court in their 
respective cases. WW1and WW2 have spoken about their 
respective service certificates they have filed into Court 
in their respective cases. In the cross examination of both 
the Petitioners WW1 and WW2, they have admitted that 
they have given their service particulars to the Respondent 
Department as per the direction of the department for 
consideration to confer termporary status mazdoors only, 
It is their further contention in the evidence that at the 
inception when they met the Telecom people, who were 
doing the work of the department near their house , 
requested those permanent employees of the Respondent 
Telecom Department like lineman to give them work and 
as per their direction they went to sce the Assistant 
Engineer, and requested him to provide work in the 
Respondent/ Department. WW1 and WW2 who have 
deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners have 
stated in the cross examination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and 
they have not mentioned so in their earlier Claim 
Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
further say that they do not know the name of the Assistant 
Engineer, whom they met and asked for work. It is their 
further evidence , that they used to get the wagesby signing 
themuster rolls and the numbers of muster rolls mentioned 
in their respective service certificates arc true and correct 
and their respective names are available in those original 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective service 
certificates. They further say in the cross examination that 
they mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that 
they were given service certificates by the Assistant 
Engineer for the days they worked in the Respondent) 
Department. They have also denied the suggestion in the 
cross examination , that the service certificates produced 
by these Petitioners in their respective cases are all false 
certificates and they were created by them . They have also 
denicd the suggestion that they have not worked in the 
Respondent Telecom Department for the period they have 
mentioned by days in their respective Claim Statements. 
On the side of the Respondent/Management, the evidence 
given by Divisional Engineer, one Mr. P. Chandrasekar 
asMWI carlier has been treated as common evidence for 
this casc and similar connected other cases as per the memo 
filed by the Icarned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management. According to the Petitioner, he was engaged 
by the Respondent/Management Department of 
Telecommunication as casual mazdoor in the year 1984 
and worked continuously till 1995 as hç has stated in his 
Claim Statement. It is his ſurther allegation in thc Claim 
Statement that all of a sudden he was lerminaled and the 
action of the Respondent/Management, 
Telecommunication Department in terminating him from 
servicc in not following the provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. Since the 


said action of the RespondentManagement is illegal, he 
must be reinstated in service by the Respondent/ 
Management from the date of the alleged termination of 
service in the year 1995 . But it is the contention of the 
RespondentManagement and also the evidence ofMWI 
that service certificates filed by the Petitioners are all false 
and created by themselves and they have not mentioned 
anything with regard to availability of service certificates 
in their Claim Statements . The learned counsel for the 
RespondentManagement would further contend that in 
the Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been 
mentioned as to who appoint them and where they have 
worked and who in the Respondent Department has 
terminated them from service. There is no appointment 
order as well as the termination order passed by the 
Respondent/Management for this Petitioners to claim that 
he was appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
and he was terminated against the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 . According to the Management of 
Telecom Department, these people were engaged in the 
year 1995 and some persons were engaged at the end of 
1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respondent 
Telecom Department for laying the cables , and erecting 
poles and other connected casual works. It is the specific 
stand of the Respondent/Management that all these 
Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the 
Counter Statement filed by the Respondent/Management 
in their respective cases, the days for which the concerned 
Pctitioner had worked in the Respondent/Department has 
been clearly given . It is their further contention that service 
certificates relied upon by these Petitioners as issued by 
the officials of the Respondent Telecom Department were 
not issued by the departmentand they were created by the 
Petitioners themselves and the particulars of the alleged 
service in the Telecom Department mentioned in the 
service certificates said to have been issued by the officials 
of thcRespondent/Department from 1985 to 1995 are all 
bogus. By sufficient documentary evidence , evidence 
through Ex.M2 to M75 originalmuster rolls in the cross 
examination ofWWI and WW2 and through the common 
evidence of MWI it has been cstablished that the 
particulars given in the service certificates by the 
Petitioners are bogus . WWI and WW2 have clearly 
admitted in their cross examination when their attention 
have been drawn to thc cntrics in the originalmuster rolls 
mentioned in their service certificates that their names 
have not been available in the original musicr rolls, 
maintained by the Telecom Department. The xerox copy 
of those muster rolls have been exhibited on the side of 
the Respondent Management as Management Exhibits 
M2 to M75 . In the cross cxamination of the common 
witness for the ManagementMW1, no suggestion is put 
to him about thc work of the Petitioner for 240 days in 
the Telecom Department. No suggestion was put in the 
cross cxamination of MWI that the particulars furnished 
in the service certificates produced by the Petitioners are 
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not bogus but thcy are genuine. On the side of the 
Petitioners , no one has bcen examined as a witness to 
prove the service certificates they are relying upon . The 
officials in the Telecom Department, who said to have 
issued those certificates have not been examined by the 
Petitioners to prove their respective service certificates. 
From these common evidence available , it is seen that 
these Petitioners have worked for few days by assisting 
the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
in carrying out the departmental work as Casual 
Labourers. From the available evidence , it is seen that 
these Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers by 
the regular departmentalworkmen for the seasonal work 
of the department they were attending and they were 
disengaged on completion of the particular work. From 
this it is seen that the contention of the Petitioner in the 
Claim Statement that the work will be available always 
and it is perennial type of work are all false . The 
Petitioners who have been examined as common 
witnesses for workmen as WW1 and WW2 have admitted 
that they were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular 
staff of the department only to assist them for doing the 
departmental work as and when it was necessary. From 
the evidence available in this case , it is seen that 
Petitioners who have been working as casual mazdoors 
temporarily by assisting the regular and permanent staff 
of Respondent/ Telecom Department have disengaged , 
since the work they were attended were completed and 
there was no further work for them to do . So from the 
materials available in this case by way of exhibits and 
evidence , it is clearly established by the Respondent 
Managementby production of originalmuster rolls which 
have been referred to in service certificates of the 
Petitioners that the Petitioners have never worked as 
Casual Labourers under those muster rolls for the said 
period and have not been paid wages by the department. 
From this, it is seen as contended by the learned counsel 
for the Respondent/Management in his argument that the 
particulars given in the service certificates produced by 
the Petitioners are not true particulars but thcy are bogus 
certificates. If really , the particulars given in the service 
certificates relied upon by the Petitioners are truc , the 
Respondent/Department would have granted them 
temporary status mazdoors for Casual Labourers . From 
the evidence available in these cases , it is abundantly 
proved by the Respondent Departmentthat this Petitioner 
had notworked continuously from 1985 to 1995. Further, 
it is seen from the evidence available that the Petitioners 
were engaged by thedepartmentas Casual Labourers only 
for the short period as and when required and he was given 
wages on daily rated basis . It is the evidence of MW 1 
that the work the petitioners were doing as Casual 
Labourers was only seasonal work and it was not a 
continuous one and it is not available all through theyear , 
It cannot be denied that the work these Petitioners attended 
as Casual Labourers in the RespondentManagement 


department were only development work like opening new 
telephone exchanges and strengthening the existing 
exchanges and they were done as project works and on 
completion of that work , these Petitioners have no work 
in the department to continue in service . It is the definite 
evidence ofMWI that on checking the service particulars 
given by the Petitioners, the department has found that 
the particulars they furnished are not true and they were 
found to be bogus. All these things cannot be denied . It 
has becn demonstrated before this Tribunal by the 
RespondentManagement by relevant documents that the 
names of the Petitioners were not available in the original 
muster rolls that has been mentioned in their service 
certificates . From this, it is established that the particulars 
given in their service certificates arc false. No date of 
issue of those service certificates is available in the service 
certificates . The Petitioners who have been examined as 
common witnesses for these Petitioners as WW1 and 
WW2 also have not stated in their evidence, the dates on 
which they were issued those service certificates by the 
concerned officials in the department. If they were really 
issued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department as a record for their service in the department, 
the Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all 
these things in their respective Claim Statements . The 
non -mention of the same in their Claim Statements and 
the production of these certificates without any base 
during trial of the cases before this Tribunal go to show 
that these Petitioners have created them for the purpose 
of these cases as the RespondentManagement contends 
it. From the available materials , it is scen that the 
Respondent/Management in regular course did not 
employ Pctitioners and they were not given independent 
work , so the question of retrenchment ſrom service does 
not at all arise. So under such circumstances, the question 
of Respondents not following the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior notice and 
compensation under section 25F of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 will not at all arise . As per the recent decisions 
of the Supreme Court, the Petitioner has to prove 
conclusively with acceptable , legal evidence that he has 
worked in the Respondent / Telecom Department as a 
Casual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days 
preceding the date on which they have been disengaged 
from work . In the absence of such evidence on the sido 
of the Petitioner, it can be concluded that they have no 
right to claim even conferment of temporary status of 
casual mazdoors and also to claim reinstatenient in service 
in the Respondent/ Telccom Department. So, under such 
circumstances , from the available materials it is scen that 
the action of theManagement of Telecom Department in 
not engaging these Petitioners as casual mazdoors, 
subsequent to completion of work for which they have 
engaged is legal and justified . Hence, thiş Petitioner is not 
entitled to the relief hc prayed for in his Claim Statement 
Thus, the point is answered accordingly 
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6 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that 
the Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in 
the Claim Statement. No Cost . 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and 
typed by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the 
open court on this day the 30th April, 2002.) 

K , KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party / 

Workmen : 
W . W .1 - Sh , K . Umapathy ( Petitioner in I. D . 156 / 

2001) 
W . W .2 - Sh .K . Mohan (Petitioner in I.D . 262 /2001) 
For the II Party /Management: - 
M .W . 1 - Şh . P . Chandrasekar [DE (Legal & 

Commercial)] Examined in I. D . No . 11/2001 

and has taken as Common evidence in this case . 
Common Documents Murkcd : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W1 Şerics( 7 ) - Original service certificates issued in 

Cavour of Petitioners . 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series( 7) - Xerox copy of the service certificatos 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party/Management : 
MI - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued 

in favour of Petitioners, 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05831 
M4 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 19 /04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M . R .No. 3 /06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 9 /06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of MR, No. 18 /06114 
Mil - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 6 /06115 
M12 . Xerox copyof M .R , No. 3 /06115 
MI 3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1 /08511 
M15 

- Xerox copy of M ,R , No. 19707289 
M16 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /4431 
Ml 8 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 13 /15 948 
M19 - Xerox copy of M . R , No . 15 /06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 21 / 06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 13/08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 23/ 08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 11/08514 
M25 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 15 /20861 


M50 
M51 
M52 
M53 
M54 
M55 
M56 
M57 
M58 
M59 
M60 
M61 
M62 
M63 
M64 
M65 
M66 
M67 
M68 
M69 
M70 
M71 
M72 
M73 
M74 
M75 


- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20862 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 11/20863 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03 /20867 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No.02 /20868 

Xerox copy of M . R , No. 13 /20863 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 / 20869 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /20869 

Xerox copy of MR. No. 20 /04631 
• Xerox copy of M .R . No. 24 /2 
. Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /4 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 /4 
• Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /5 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /5 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /5 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11 /5 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 17/ 5 
- Xerox copy of M .R , No. 22 / 5 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /59 
• Xerox copy of M .R . No. 04978 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 8 /06216 
- Xerox copy of MR No. 07188 
- Xerox copy of MR, No. 7 /4427 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 15 /06117 
- Xeroxcopy of M . R .No. 9 /06114 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 6706115 
- Xerox copy of M .R , No. 18 /06115 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1 /08511 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 2 /08511 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22 /08511 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 13 /08512 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 /08512 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 /20861 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 / 20861 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /20862 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/20863 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /20863 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11 /20864 
- Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 09 /20866 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03 /20867 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 /20867 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 02/20868 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12/20869 

Xerox copy of MR. No. 06 / 21253 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/27 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /29 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /29 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /29 
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. 31 .2004. - Elfira fog fufta , 1947 
( 1947 T 14 ) T URT 17 TTATUT # 79 T 
संचार विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के 
बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक 

fer , FUSTE DUTERE ( HIGH FGT 224/99 ) where 
acht , ata ar0724 - 5 - 2002 05741197 341 

[ . TH -40012/215 /99 — 3719,37TC ( . .) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 


New Delhi, the 24th May , 2002 

S . O .2004 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the In 
dustrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No . 224 /99 ) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the cmployers in relation to the 
inanagement of Telecom Deptt, and their workman ,which 
was received by the Central Government on 24 -5 - 2002 . 

No. L 40012 /215 / 99 - IR (DU ) ) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE SHRI S . M , GOEL , PRESIDING OFFICER , 
CENTRAL GOVT ., INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHANDIGARH 

Case No 1.D . 224 /99 
Shri Shashi Kamal 
S /o Sh . Sarav Ram 
Vill. & P . O . · Dungrin , 
Tel . Behogram , 
Hamirpur (Distt )- 210301 

. . . . . Petitioner 

Vs 
The Telecom Distt . Manager, 
Telecommunication , Hamirpur 
(Distt.) -210301. 


“ Whether the action of the Telecom Distt.Manager, 
Hamirpur (H . P .) in terminating the services of Sh . 
Shashi Kamal S /o Sh . Sarav Ram w . e.f. 1 -8 - 96 and 
again w .e .f 10 -11- 98 is legal & justified ? If not, to 
what relief he is entitled ? 

2 . Despite several notices none has put up 
appearance on behalf of the management so the 
management was proceeded exparte. The workman filed 
claim statement stating that the applicant was engaged 
as daily rated mazdoor on 29 - 9 - 1995 and continued by 
the management till 31- 7 - 1996 . His services were 
terminated by the management w .e. f. 1- 8 -96 . Experience 
certificate was also issued by the JTO and thus he has 
complied more than 240 days of service excluding Sunday 
and leave . That in the year 1996 there were some 
vacancies with the management and the name of the 
workman was sponsored by the employment exchange 
on the basis of experience , he was also interviewed along 
with other candidates but at the cost of ignoring the 
applicant the managementoffered the appointment to the 
persons who have no experience whosc names are 
Kaldecp Chand, Rajinder Kumar, Rajan Sharma, Balbir 
Singh , VikasKumar, Pawan Kumar and Sanjeev Kumar. 
Against the termination by the management the applicant 
approached the Hon blc Fig Court and the Hon ble High 
Court directed the management to re -engage him into service 
on the sameterms and conditions. Later on 27 - 1 - 1996 the 
writ petition was dismissed by the Hon ble Court for want 
jurisdiction , The workman again approached the C . A . T . 
Chandigarh Bench against the terminating of the workman 
The C . A . T . also observed that the claimant may approach 
the appropriate forum for necessasry relief . It is thus 
claimed by the workman thatthough he continued working 
since 1995 till date and had completed more than three 
years and had completed 240 days in the year 1996 , 1997 
and 1998 respectively and the fact is there and the similarly 
situated workman are getting Rs. 3200 per month but all 
of sudden on 9 - 11 - 1998 his services were terminated 
without following the procedure prescribed under the I. D . 
Act 1947 . 

3 . No written statement has been filed as the 
management choose not to attend the proceeding despite 
several opportunities and notices. The workman was asked 
to lead evidence . In evidence the workman filed his 
affidavit alongwith the documents which are Ex W2 to 
W6 . In affidavit the applicant deposes that he continued 
working w . e. f. 29 - 9 - 1995 to 10 - 11 - 1998 and had 
complcted more than 240 days during the one calendar 
year immediately before the terminating of the applicant 

4 . I have carefully gone through the record of the 
case and heard the counsel for the applicant. 

5. In the presentcase there is no rebuttal of the claim 
of the workman. According to the claim made by the 
applicant worked from 29- 9 - 1995, tọ 10 - 11 - 1998 
continuously and at the time of terminating of his service 


. . . . . Respondent 


APPEARANCES : 

For the Workman 
For theManagement 


Shri D . R . Sharma 
None . 


: 


AWARD 
(Passed on 3rd January, 2002 ) 
( The Central Govt. Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification No L - 40012 /215 / 99/ IR (DU ) dated 21st 
October , 1999 has rcferred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication . 
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no notice, notice pay and retrenchment compensation was 
paid to the workman . Other persons mentioned in the claim 
statement were cmployed by the management. He was not 
given reinstatement even after serving the management 
for more than three years . The workman has placed on 
record Ex. W2 experience certificate issued by the J. T .O ., 
Telephone exchange Nadaun dated 14 -5 - 1996 in which 
the applicant shown to have worked from 29- 9 - 95 . 
Ex . W3 is another experience certificate issued by the same 
officer in which he has shown to have worked from 
November 95 to 31- 7- 1996 . Thus the workman had put in 
more than 240 days of services in one calendar year. In 
my considered opinion , since the management has violated 
the mandatory provisions of Section 25 - F of the I.D . Act, 
the workman deserves to be reinstatement in service with 
all the attending benefits including backwages and 
continuity of service. In view of the above, the action of 
the Telecom Distt. Manager Hamirpur ( H . P .) in 
terminating the services of Shri ShashiKamal son of Sh. 
Sarav Ram w .e. f. 1 -8 - 1996 and again on 10 - 11 - 1998 is 
unjustified . The workman is entitled to be reinstated in 
service w . e . f, 10 - 11- 1998 with full back wges and 
continuity of service. Central Govt. be informed . 


ANNEXURE 
BEFORE SHRI S . M . GOEL , PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVT., INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. I.D . 223/99 
Shri RajKumar 
$ / Sh . Roop Lal 
Vill. & Post Office Dungrin , 
Teh . Bhoraj, Hamirpur 
(Distt.) -210301 

. . . . . Petitioner 

Vs. 
The Telecom Distt .Manager , 
Telecommunication , Hamirpur 
(Distt .)-210301. 

. . ... . Respondent 
APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Shri D , R . Sharma 
For the Management : None. 


Chandigarh 
3 -1- 2002 


S.M .GOEL , Presiding Officer 


AWARD 
(Passed on 3rd January, 2002 ) 
( The Central Govt. Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification No. L - 40012 / 216 /99 / IR (DU ) dated 21st 
October, 1999 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication , 


as famil, 24 T , 2002 
CT. 311 .2005 . -- italfit frog ff147 , 1947 
( 1947 114 ) T URT 17 o 75HU7, ita HAR 
संचार विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों 
के बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार 
antaftan f usta TEC ( HGH HOT 223 /99 ) 
ont fra * , Tata H R 247 24 - 5 - 2002 t 
प्राप्त हुआ था । 

[ H . V - 40012/216 /99 — 3715 .37 . ( 51.4 .) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 


New Delhi, the 24th May, 2002 

S .O . 2005 . - - In pursuance of Section 17 of the In 
dustrial Disputc Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 223/ 
99 ) of the CentralGovernment Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Telecom Deptt. and their work 
man , which was received by the Central Government on 
24 - 5 - 2002. 

[No. L - 40012 /216 /99 - IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 


“ Whether the action of the Telecom Distt. Manager, 
Hamirpur (H . P .) in terminating the services of Sh . 
Raj Kumar S / o Sh , Roop Lal w . e. f, 1- 8 - 96 and again 
w .e.f 10 - 11- 98 is legal & justified ? If not, to what 
relief he is entitled ? 

2 . Despite several notices none has put up 
appearance on behalf of the management so the 
management was procecded exparte . The workman filed 
claim statement stating that the applicant was engaged 
as daily rated mazdoor on 29 - 9- 1995 and continued by 
the management till 31- 7 - 1996 . His services were 
terminated by the management w .e .f. 1- 8 -96 . Experience 
certificate was also issued by the JTO and thus he has 
complied more than 240 days of service excluding Sunday 
and leave . That in the year 1996 there were some 
vacancies with the management and the name of the 
workman was sponsored by the employment exchange 
on the basis of experience, he was also interviewed 
alongwith other candidates but at the cost of ignoring 
the applicant the management offered the appointment 
to the persons who have no experience whose names are 
Kaldeep Chand , Rajinder Kumar, Rajan Sharma, Balbir 
Şingh , Vikas Kumar , Pawan Kumar and Sanjeev Kumar . 
Against the termination by themanagement the applicant 
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approached the Hon ble High Court and the Hon ble High 
Court directed the management to re- engage him into service 
on the same terms and conditions. Lateron on 27 - 10 - 1996 
the writ petition was dismissed by the Hon ble High Court 
for want of jurisdiction . The workman again approached the 
C . A . T . Chandigarh Bench against the terminating of the 
workman . The C . A T. also observed that the claiment may 
approach the appropriate fonum for necessary relief. It is thus 
claimed by the workman though he continued working since 
1995 till date and had completed more than three ycars and 
had completed 240 days in the year 1996 , 1997 and 1998 
respectively and the fact is there and the similarly situated 
workman are getting Rs. 3200 per month but all of sudden 
on 9 - 11 - 1998 his services were terminated without following 
the procedure prescribed under the I.D . Act, 1947 . 

3. Nowritten statementhas been filed asthemanagement 
chose not to attend the proceedings despite several opportunities 
and notices. The workmain was askod to Icad evidence . In 
evidence the workman filed his affidavit alongwith the documents 
which are Ex. W2 to W6 In affidavit the applicantdeposes that 
he continued working w .e.f. 29 -9-1995 to 10 -11- 1998 and had 
completod more than 240 days during the one calandar year 
immodiately before the termination of the applicant. 

4. I have carefully gonc through the record of the case 
and heard the counsel for the applicant. 

5. In the present case there is no rebuttal of the claim 
of the workman . According to the claim made by the 
applicant worked from 29 - 9 - 1995 to 10 - 11 - 1998 
continuously and at the timeof termination of his scrvicc no 
notice, notice pay and retrenchment compensation was paid 
to the workman Other persons mentioned in the claim 
statement were employed by the management. He was not 
given reinstatement even after serving the management for 
more than three years. The workman has placed on record 
Ex .W2 experience certificate issued by the J. T.O ., Telephone 
Exchange Nadaun dated 14 -5 -96 in which the applicant 
shown to have worked from 29 - 9- 95. Ex. W3 is another 
experience certificate issued by the samc oſlicer in whuch he 
has shown to have workcd from November 95 to 31- 7 - 1996 . 
Thus the workman had put in more than 240 days of services 
in one calandar year. In my considered opinion , since the 
management has violated the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 - F of the I. D . Act, the workman deserves to be 
reinstatement in scrvice with all the attendant benefits 
including backwages and continuity of service . In vicw of 
the above , the action of the Telecom Distt. Manager 
Hamirpur (H .P .) in terminating the services of Shri Raj 
Kumar son of Sh . Roop Lal w .e.f. 1 -8 - 1996 and again on 
10 -11- 1998 is unjustificd . The workman is entitled to be 
reinstated in service wef 10 - 11- 1998 with full backwges 
and continuity of service . Central Govt. bc informed 
Chandigarh 
3 -1- 2002 

S M . GOEL , Presiding Officer 


New Delhi, the 24th May , 2002 

S .O . 2006 . - In pursuance of Section 17 cf the In 
dustrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No .27/97) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal Labour 
Court Kolkata now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Calcutta Telephone and their work 
man , which was received by the Central Government on 
24 -5 -2002 

[No . L - 40012 / 222 /9 :3--IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
CENTRAL GOVT., INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT 

KOLKATA 

Reference No. 27 of 1997 
PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the management of Chief 
GeneralManager, Calcutta Telephone 

AND 

Their workman 
PRESENT : 

Mr. Justice Bharat Prasad Sharma, 

Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCE : 
On behalf ofManagement : Mr. T . Chowdhury , 

Advocate. 
On behalf of Workman : Mr. M . Dutta , 

Advocate . 
Statc West Bengal. 
Dated : 13th May, 2002 . 
Industry 

Telephones 

AWARD 
By Order No. L -40012 /222 / 95 - IR (DU ) dated 
9th July , 1997 the Central Government in exercise of its 
powers under section 10 ( 1 ) (d ) and (2A ) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 rcfcrred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal ſor adjudication . 
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“ Whether the action of themanagement of Calcutta 
Telephone, Calcutta by termination the services of 
Shri Tapas Kumar Paul w .e.f. 1- 7 -94 is justified ? If 
not, what relief the workman is entitled for ?" 

2 . The present industrial dispute has been raised by 
a workinan , Shri Tapas Kumar Paul on account of his 
termination of service by the management of Calcutta 
Telephone with effect from 01-07- 1994 in casual manner 
without complying with the requirements of Section 25F 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 


custody of the officers of the Company and thosc 
documents are preserved in normal course of business . It 
is stated that iſ those documents are produced , it would 
cstablish that the workman completed more than 240 days 
of work in all the years and particularly during twelve 
calender months preceding the date of his retrenchment. 
It is stated that when inspite of his several representations , 
verbal and in writing, the Company did not take anyaction , 
the workman approached the Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Calcutta and raised the dispute. 
Then the meetings were held for conciliation , but it failed 
in view of the hard attitude of the management and 
accordingly the failure report was sent to the appropriate 
Government and the reference has been made . It is also 
further stated that the termination of service of the 
workman is also unjustified and discriminatory in view of 
the fact that in the year 1994 the Company absorbed a large 
number of casual workers by circular dated 10 - 10 - 1994 , but 
the concerned workman s service was terminated in gross 
violation of law and principles of justice and cquity . Thus , 
the action of the management is also in gross violation of 
the mandatory provision of Section 25G of thc Act. 
Accordingly , the workman prayed for his reinstatement 
in service with ſull back wages. 


3. From the written statement filed on behalf of the 
workman it appears that he was appointed as a casual 
workman under the Calcutta Telephone on 02 -01- 1988 to 
do some perennial nature of job like permanentworkers 
and he was attached with the officc of the $ .D .O . (P ) of 
52 /56 Exchange , Calcutta . It is further stated that from the 
date of his appointment he had been working under the 
Company with full satisfaction of his superiors and had a 
clean and meritorious record , but all on a sudden in very 
unceremonious manncr his service was vervally terminated 
with effect from 01 -07 - 1994 without assigning any reason 
which was in contravention of themandatory provision of 
Section of 25F of the Act. According to the workman from 
the date of his appointment till termination , he had worked 
continuously and performed perennial nature of job with 
the tools and implements supplied by the Company under 
the direct control and supervision of the concerned Junior 
Telecom Officer and completed more than 240 days of 
work in cach year, particularly during the 12 calender 
months preceding the date of his retrenchment. Thus, 
according to him , the action of the Company in terminating 
his service by verbal order with effect from 01-07 - 1994 
was a retrenchment within the meaning of Section 2 (00 ) 
of the Act and since the Company failed to pay 
retrenchment compensation and / or notice pay in lieu of 
notice as provided in Section 25F of the Act and since the 
workman completed more than 240 days of work preceding 
his retrenchment, the said action of the Company is invalid 
and void . It is stated that it is incumbent on the part of the 
cmployer to pay retrenchment compensation and /or one 
month s wage in lieu ofnotice and it has not been done in 
the present case , and therefore , the retrenchment is illegal 
and invalid . It is also further stated that the workman 
concerned had made several vertai representations to the 
Company and to the concerned S . D . O . (P .) who admitted 
his claim to be genuine, but expressed his inability to 
reinstate him in service . It is further stated that the workman 
had to sign attendance register on attending office on every 
working day and wages were paid on the basis of the 
attendance so recorded in the register and the wages were 
paid through vouchers named as ACG - 17 vouchers. It is 
stated that he used to sign ACG -17 vouchers every month 
for drawing his salary.It is also further stated that all 
documents in connection with his service including 
attendance register and ACG - 17 vouchers are in the 


4 . A written statement has also been filed on behalf 
of the management of Calcutļa Telephones and in the 
written statement the allegations made by the workman in 
different paragraphs of his written statement have been 
denied . It is stated that the allegations contained in the 
paragraphs are within the exclusive knowledge of the 
workman and he is put to strict proofof it. It is denied that 
the workman had performed any perennial nature of job 
under the management and it is also denied that thc 
engagement of the workman with the Company 
commenced on 02 -01 - 1988 It is also denied that the 
workman had performed 240 days work within any of these 
calander years and, therefore , the allegation of 
contravention of mandatory provision of Section 25F of 
the Act docs not apply . It is also further denied that the 
workman had performed any perennial nature of job and 
completed 240 days of work in each year. Actually the 
management has given a charı of calculation of number 
ofdays for which the workman is supposed to have worked 
with the Company . It is also further stated that since the 
workman s engagement falls within the exception (bb ) of 
Section 2 (00 ) of the Act, the termination of service cannot 
be termed as retrenchment It is also denied that the 
S . D .O .( P .) had ever admitted the claim of the workman as 
genuine and the question of his expressing inability 10 re 
cngage or re - employ him does not arisc . It is also further 
stated that the circular dated 10 - 10 - 1984 has no application 
to the case of the workman concerned as the workman 
was not engaged or continued with work on the date of 
issuance of the circular. It is also further stated that the 
prayer of the workman is not fit to be maintaincd in view 
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of the facts stated above and the denials of the allegations 
made . It is further stated that two circulars were issued by 
the Director General, posts & Telegraph on 30th March , 
1983 and 22nd Junc, 1988 in connection with the 
engagementof casual labour and , therefore, the workman 
concerned was not liable to be engaged and his engagement 
itself was illegal and , therefore , his prayer is not fit to be 
entertained 


5 . After the written statement was filed on behalf of 
the management a rejoinder was also filed on behalf of 
the workman in which certain allegationsmade on behalf 
of the management have been denied and controverted . 
So far as the chart given in paragraph 2 of the written 
statement of the management is concerned , it has been 
denied by the workman and it has been asserted that he 
actually worked for more than 240 days in each year 
between the period 02 -01 - 1988 to 01-07 - 1994. It is 
alleged that the management deliberately suppressed the 
number of days worked by the workman in the year 1988 
and 1989 and the number of days as shown in the chart for 
the years 1990 , 1991, 1992, 1993 and 1994 are totally 
false and wrong and according to the workman he had 
worked continuously in all themonths during the aforesaid 
years and had earned wages for the same. It is also further 
stated that the management in order to conceal the real 
number of days worked by the workman from the year 
1990 used to make payment in two vouchers for the work 
done in each month deviding thewhole number into two , 
such as if in a month there is 25 days of work , the said 25 
days of work is devided into 15 days and 10 days and so 
on . It is further asserted that if all the ACG - 17 vouchers 
for the whole period is produced , it will be revealed that 
the statements made by the management in the written 
statement are false , misleading and malafide . It is also 
further stated that the management has maliciously and 
falsely raised the plea of contractual cngagement and there 
is no material to show that he was ever engaged on contract 
basis and , therefore, his termination is not attracted by 
exception (bb ) of Section 2 (00 ) of the Act. However, a 
petition was subsequently filed by the workman on 2nd 
July , 1998 stating therein that by mistake two very 
important documents could not be filed earlier and as the 
documents are of great importance, the samebe accepted 
into evidence. These documents are two certificates 
granted by the officers of the management in favour of 
the workman . However, two seperate petitions were also 
filed on behalf of the two officers of the management 
denying that they had issued the certificate as allcged . 


complying with the provisions of section 25F of the Act . 
According to him as a casual labour he had worked for 
digging ditch across the road for laying cable lines and 
his pay was Rs. 45/- per day. He has also stated that ho 
used to be paid through ACG - 17 voucher where he had to 
put his signature . He also further stated that the JTO 
concerned used to maintain his attendance register. He has 
also proved the two certificates purported to have bocn 
granted by the officers of the Company, marked Exts. W 
1 and W - 2 respectively. He has further stated that there 
used to be working days upto 20 to 26 days in a month 
and he has asserted that all ACG - 17 vouchers and the 
attendance register, if produced , could show the exact 
period of his employment in the Calcutta Telephones . 

7. So far as the management is concerned , it has 
examined two witnesses .MW -1 , Shakti Pada Majumdar 
happens to be the Junior Telecom Officer of the Calcutta 
Telephones. He knew the workman Tapas Kumar Paul, 
who was engaged as casual worker at Kossipur Telephone 
Exchange. He has stated that he had not issued any 
certificate to the said Tapas Kumar Paul. Ho states so 
regarding Ext. W - 2 which is purported to have been issued 
by him alongwith D . P . Mukherjee who happened to be 
S .D . O .P . of Kossipore at the relevant time. According to 
him engagement of the workman was not continuous. He 
has stated that in course of his duty he had signed many 
documents, but so far as Ext. W - 2 is concerned , he has 
stated that the document might have been prepared on 
open space above his signature as he has admitted his 
signature on the document. He has further stated that 
the workman had not completed 240 days of continuous 
work in any of the years of his work . He has, however, 
stated that the period for which he worked will appear 
from the note sheets and the ACE - 2 accounts which 
were prepared in ordinary course of business. He has 
stated that there is no system ofmaintaining attendance 
register in his exchange . In his cross - examination , 
however, he has stated that he found that a total page 
of a document was missing from the record and the 
said document was plan and estimate . He further stated 
that he discovered it after the case came up before this 
Tribunal. He has further stated that the casual workers 
are not engaged for work in the office and accordingly 
it has been suggested to him that he has incorrectly 
stated that Ext. W - 2 was forged or fabricated . He has 
further stated in his cross -examination that after the 
discovery of the fact that the paper containing his 
signature was missing and when he found that a 
certificate was produced purported to have been signed 
by him , he did not lodge any complaint to the police in 
the matter. He has stated that the documents which they 
used to prepare and sign were kept in the office lying 
on his table and accordingly it has been suggested to 
him that the workman concerned , who was a catual 
labour, had no access to such document. Sire this 


. 6 . So far as oral evidence is concerned , thc workman 
examined himself as WW - 1 and has stated that he was 
engaged in the Calcutta Telephones with effect from 
02 -01 - 1988 and continued to work there continuously till 
01-07 - 1994 when his service was terminated without 
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wiincss had filed an application denying his signature and 
Jenying that he had issued any certificate , Ext. M -2, it 
was asked from him whether he stated this fact in the 
puition that soine documentbearing his signature and the 
signature of $ . D . O .P was removed from his office or some 
portion of some document was tom and seperated for 
preparing a certificate, Ext. W -2 , and he stated that he did 
not do so and accordingly it has been suggested to him 
that he has wrongly denied that the certificate was not 
issucd by him or that it has been forged or fabricated . He 
has further stated that from , une, 1990 to 1994 Casual 
workers were engaged under him and the work of the 
casual labo rers was being supervised by the Cable Jointer. 
Hehas furt) er stated tha Cable Jointer used to record their 
attendance in a diary and he used to submit the report 
regarding actual days of work of such casual workers and 
( le also furt er admitted this no such I word was filed here . 
He has further stated that no account is inaintained 
regarding the payments made to the casual labourers , 
except for the ACE - 2 accounts. According to him the 
vouchers for ayment were prepared by the Cable Jointer 
and he has 1 ) krowledge s lo huw the accounts are 
maintained in the Accounts Office. It was suggested to 
him that every casual worker used to sign the attendance 
register maintained in the office , which he has denied and 
it has also been suggested that the ACE - 2 accounts are 
prepared on the basis of the said attendince register,which 
he also denicd . Accordingly, it hasbeen suggested to him 
that the actual numter of days for which a particular worker 
has worked can be ascertained only from the attendance 
register . 

The second witness is MW - 2 , Deboprosad 
Mukhopadhyay , According to him he joined as S ., D . O .P ., 
South Kossipur Exchange on 08 -01- 1992 and he knew 
Tapas Kumar Paul the concerned workman who was a 
casual labour in the exchange during his tenure, According 
to thewitness, the workman was working in the exchange 
when he had joined . He has, however, stated that he did 
not work continuously during the years 1992, 1993 and 
1994 and according to him the workman had worked on 
average for 15 days per inonth . He has ſurther stated that 
the workman was working since July , 1990 and he 
continued to work till Junc , 1994 . He has also certified 
the correctness of the document, Ext. M -4 prepared by 

1m , 11 . ) : detailed chart of the working days of the 
worknian concerned . According to him , he prepared the 
chart on the basis of ACE - 2 accounts, but he expressed 
his inability to say whether all these ACE -2 accounts have 
been produced here , so fai as Ext. W - 2 is concerned , the 
Witness has stated that the signature on the certificate is 
lus no doubt, but he has stated that he used to sign many 
documents everday in the office and it appears that some 
of his signature on some paper has been converted into 
thus certificate and he had also filed a petition in this regard 
enving that he had issued such certificate . His application 


iş Ext. M -5 . Hehas further stated that no attendance register 
was maintained regarding casual workman . He has stated 
in his cross examination that he had consulted the payment 
vouchers known as ACE - 2 accounts while preparing the 
notExt. M -4, but he has expressed ignorance whether such 
documents have been filed . He admits that he prepared Ext. 
M -4 in 1994 and for preparation of the document he had 
consulted relevant papers in the Accounts office. It has been 
suggested to him that the account of the number of days of 
the workman shown in Ext. M -4 is baseless and imaginery . 
However, he has also expressed his inability to say whether 
the workman was working since January, 1988 . He has 
further stated in his cross -examination that the certificate , 
Ext. W - 2 , bears the Signature of one Mr. Majumdar who 
was a J. T .O . under him and he used to sign some document 
also . He also further stated that the casual labourers used to 
work in the field and they did not work in the office. He 
has, however , stated that the casual workman have access 
to the office and also to the documents as they used to come 
to the office from time to time. He has further stated that 
occassionally somc papers were left lying on the table. He 
has further stated that on discovery of the fact that some 
Certificates have been prepared on some documents which 
were missing, he did not hold any enquiry in the matter and 
he simply asked his J. T. O .to prepare another paper. So far 
as the question of maintaining of attendance register is 
concerned , he stated that he has no knowledge of any order, 
instruction or circular to the effect that attendance ragister 
was not to be maintained regarding casual workers. 
According to him the attendance is noted in the diary of the 
Cable Jointer under whom the casual labour is supposed to 
work and the Cable Jointer submits report at the end of a 
month as to how many days a casual worker has worked in 
a particular month and on its basis the J. T .O . receivesmoney 
from temporary advance and makes payment to the casual 
workers on preparation of the vouchers and ACE -2 
accounts. However, subsequently the witness stated that the 
Cable Jointer also does not submit his report in writing ; 
rather, he reports verbally which appears to be absurd 
statcment. He has further stated that J. T . O . seeks the 
temporary advance in writing and in the requisition they 
mention the purpose for which the temporary advance in 
asked . He expressed his ignorance whether any such 
requisition has been filed here. Therefore, it has been 
suggested to him that actually the J. T .O . prepares the ACG 
17 vouchers on the basis of the attendance marked in the 
register in his office and it has also been suggested to him 
that no payment could have been made without the 
attendance beingmarked . Accordingly , it has been suggested 
to him that he has falsely stated that the workman had not 
worked regularly from 02 - 01 - 1988 to 01 -07- 1994 . 

8 . Out of the documents filed , two documents filed 
on bahalf of the workman marked Exts. W - 1 and W -2 are 
significant. Ext. W - 1 is a cetificate purported to have been 
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granted by the Junior Telecom Officer of 52 Exchange on 
20th January , 1989 . From this document it appears that 
the total number of days for which the workman is 
supposed to have worked in the year, 1989 iş 243 days. 
Ext. W - 2 is the certificate purported to have been granted 
by the S . D . O .P . and it also bears the signature of the J. T. O . 
From this certificate it appears that the workman 
concerned had worked continuously in 52/ 56 Exchange 
as casual labour for the period from 2 - 1- 1988 to 30 - 11 
1993 and that he had worked continuously : It is dated 10 
12 -93. These two documents are the trump card of the 
workman . 

9 . On the other hand , the management has filed 
and realied on some documents in order to controvert the 
claim of the workman , Ext. M - 1 is the ACE - 2 account 
for the month of August, 1993 and from this account it 
appears that out of the sum of Rs. 6 ,000 drawn by the 
J. T . O ., he had paid Rs. 600 to the workman concerned 
for his work for 15 days in July , 1993 for cable work . 
Ext. M - 2 is also the ACE - 2 account prepared in 
September, 1993 in which out of Rs. 4800 drawn by the 
J. T. O ., the workman concerned was being paid Rs. 600 
for his work for 15 days in August . 1993 . Ext. M - 4 is 
actually the most controvercial document in which the 
S .D . O . P . concerned , has claimed byMW - 2 , also prepared 
a chart of working days of the workman concerned during 
the years 1990 -91, 1991 -92. 1992 - 93 and 1993- 94 . It has 
been shown in this chart that the total period for which 
the workman worked during 1990 - 91 is 85 days, in 1991 
92 is 125 days. 1992- 93 it is 165 days and 1993 - 94 it is 
180 days. So far as this document is concerned , it has 
been revealed from the cross examination ofMW - 2 that 
this document was prepared with the help of the 
documents in the office . i.c., ACE - 2 accounts and AÇG 
17 vouchars, but strangely enough , the vouchers excepting 
for Exts. M - 1 and M -2 liave not been filed inspite of the 
fact that it has been asserted all along on behalf of the 
workman that his actual number of days of work shall 
be revealed , if the attendance register and ACG - 17 
vouchers are produced before the Tribunal. 

10 . So, for as attendance register is concerned , the 
workman very clcarly stated in paragraph 9 of his written 
statement that the workman used to sign attendance 
register on attending office on every working day and 
wages were paid on the basis of the attendance so recorded 
in the attendance register and he also stated that the wages 
were paid through the vouchers , known as ACG - 17 
vouchers . It is significant to note that in the written 
statement filed on behalf of the management the 
averments made in paragraphs 7, 8 , 9 , 10 and 11 of the 
written statement of the workman have been denied in 
paragraph + , but there is no specific denial that such 
attendance register is not maintained in the office , either 
under somc order or as a matter of practice and when the 
parties entered into avidence . for the first time it was 


stated by the witness for the management that the 
attendance register of casual worker is not maintained . 
Therefore , it has been submitted on behalf of theworkman 
that such evidence cannotbe accepted because it amounts 
to varrying between pleadings and proof. In suport of 
his contention learned Advocate for the workman has 
cited the observations made by their Lordships of the 
Hon ble Supreme Court in the case of Vinod Kumar Arora 
V . Smt. Sujit Kaur (AIR 1987 SC2179 ) . It has been 
observed by their Lordships in paragraph 11 of the 
judgement “ Both the Authorities have failed to bear in 
mind that the plcadings of the parties from the foundation 
of their case and it is not open to them to give up the case 
set out in the pleadings and propound a new and different 
case." It is, therefore , submitted on behalf of the workman 
that this part of evidence of the management cannot be 
accepted that no attandence register was maintained . It 
has also been submitted that inspite of clear and repeated 
assertion on the part of the workman that actual number 
of days of his working in the Calcutta Telephones would 
be revealed from the ACG - 17 vouchers , if produced , the 
concerned vouchers have not been produced and admitted 
into evidence. In such a circumtances, it is difficult to 
believe the case ofmanagement that the workman had not 
worked continuously or that he had worked only for 15 
days in each month during several years. The admitted 
position is that the workman had started working in 1988 
and he continued in the service of the Calcutta Telephones 
till the date of his termination on 1-7 - 1994 . Therefore , there 
is no doubt about it that the workman has notbeen engaged 
for a particular period during a particular month in a 
particular year, rather , he appears to have remained in 
service of Calcutta Telephones from 1988 to June , 1994 
and if his clear assertion is that he had worked regularly 
and had worked for more than 240 days per year which 
has been denied by the management and when the 
workman has clearly stated that the relevant documents 
are all in the possession of the management, it was 
incumbent upon the management to produce those 
documents to controverted his claim ,which has not been 
done. The entire pleading and evidence of the management, 
therefore , appear to be such that the management has been 
bent upon to deny the claim of the workman which was 
genuinc and there has been attempt to circumvent the 
process of law . 


11. So far as the statement of the management 
that the workman was engaged on contractual basis is 
concerned , there is no material at all to support this 
fact. When this plea was taken by the management, it 
was clearly assereted by the workman in his rejoinder 
that themanagement be asked to produce the papers in 
support of such contract . It appears that the 
management has only tried to mention in the accounts 
Exts . M - 1 and M - 2 that the workman was being paid 
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for 15 days on contract basis . This is an unilateral statement 
and workman has nothing to do with it. It is obvious that 
neither any contract was ever entered into between the 
management and the workman that he was being engaged 
for a particular period , nor there is any appointment letter 
issued to him at any point of timementioning there in that 
he was appointed for a particular period . Taking advantage 
of the situation , it has been contended on behalf of the 
management that actually the workman was on contract 
appointment and, therefore, his termination cannot be 
treated as retrenchment. In this context it has been observed 
by their Lordships of the Hon ble Supreme Court in the 
case of the State Bank of India v . N . Sundaramony ( 1976 
II - LLJ-478 ] that " A beark -down of S . 2 ( 00 ) unmistakably 
expands the cemantics of ratrenchment, 
" Termination ..........for any rcason what so cver " are the 
kcy words. Whatever the reason , every termination spells 
retrenchmçnt. So the sole question has the employce s 
service been terminated ? Verbal apparal apart, the 
substance is decisive. A termination takes place where a 
term expires either by the active step of the master or the 
running out of the stipulated term . To protect the weak 
against the strong this policy of comprehensive definition 
has been effectuated . Termination embraces not mcrcly 
the act of termination by thc cmployer, but the fact of 
termination , howsoever, produced .” In view of this 
observation it has been submitted on behalf of workman 
that it appears to be strong that the workman was kept 
cngaged for about 6 years and on onc fine morning hc 
was asked that his services were no more required and he 
was rendered jobless, it appears to be pathclic and callous 
on the part of the management 


Disputc Act . In the present case the provision 
which is of relevence is S . 25B (a ) ( ii ) which to 
the cxtent that it concern us, provides that 
workman who is not in continuous service for 
a period of one year shall be deemed to be in 
continuous service for a period on one year if 
the workman , during a period of twelve clander 
months preceding the date with reference to 
which the calculation is to be made, has 
actually worked under the cmployer for not less 
than 240 days. The expression which we are 
required to construe is actually worked under 
the employer . This expression , according to 
us, cannot mean those days only when the 
workman worked with hammer, Sickle or pen , 
butmust necessarily comprehend all those days 
during which he was in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages 
either under express or implied contract of 
service or by complusion of statutc, standing 
orders , etc . Thc learned counsel for the 
Management would urge that only those days 
which are mentioned in the Explanation to S . 
25B ( 2 ) should be taken into account for the 
purposc of calculating the number of days on 
which the workman had actually worked though 
he had not so worked and no other days . We 
do not think that we are entitled to so constrain 
the construction of the expression actually 
worked under the employer . Thc cxplanation 
is only clarificatory , as all the explanations are , 
and cannot be used 10 limit the cxpanse of the 
main provision . If the expression actually 
worked under the cmployer is capable or 
comprehending the days during which the 
workman was in employment and was wages 
and we scc no impcdiment to so construe the 
expression - there is no reason why the 
expression should bc limit by the explanation 
To give it any other mcaning then what we have 
donc would bring the object of S . 25F very close 
10 ſrustration . It is not necessary to give 
cxamples of how 25F may be frustrated as they 
are too obvious 10 bc stated ." 
In the circumstances, their Lordships of the 
Hon blc Supreme Court held that the workman 
who worked for a particular period during a 
year should not only be construcd as the actual 
number of working days, thc Sundays and the 
public holidays have also to be added in the 
number of days the workman is said to have 

worked . 

13 . In this connection , I would like to observe that 
as the management has failed to produce the relevant 
documents to disclose the actual number of days for which 


12 . So far as the question of continuous scrvice is 
concerned , it has been submitted on behalf of thc workman 
that the manner in which the workman was engaged by 
the management for about 6 years practically in every 
month and every ycar indicates that his service was 
continuous, though the managementhas tricd to show that 
he did not work regularly or that his work was stopped 
from time to time and then again hc was cngaged and 
disengaged . This clcarly amounts to circumventing the 
process of law . It is signficant to note the observations of 
their Lordships of Hon ble Supreme Court in the case of 
the Workman of American Express International Banking 
Corp . v Management of American Express International 
Banking Corp . ( 1985 -II- LLJ-539) at paragraph which 
reads as follows : 

“ 5 . Section 25F of the Industrial Dispute Açı 
is plainly intended to give rclicf to retirenched 
workmen . The qualiſication for rclicſ under S 
25F is that he should be a workman employed 
in an industry and has been in continuous 
service for not less than one year under an 
employer. What is continuous service has beçn 
defined and explained in S . 25B of the Industrial 
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the workman remained engaged , the case of the workman 
is fit to be accepted that he was in continuous service during 
the period of his engagement for about 6 years. Even if 
the chart as furnished by the management is taken into 
consideration, it shows that during the year 1993 - 94 the 
workman had worked for 180 days. If 57 Sundays and 17 
public holidays are added , the total number comes to 254 
days . Thus it becomes obvious that the workman concerned 
had at least worked for more than 240 days within 12 
months preceding the date of his termination or 
retrenchment. In such a circumstance , the termination of 
the workman without resorting to the procedures laid 
down under Section 25F of the Industrial Disputcs Act, 
1947 appears to be unjust , improper and illegal. It has 
also bcen contended on behalf of the workman that before 
his retrenchment so many persons who were casual 
workers have been given temporary status, but the case 
of the workman concerned was ignored , though he was 
working since 02 -01- 1988 Therefore , it appears that the 
management was not just and fair in his case . If the 
workman is found to have worked formore than 240 days 
during the 12 months preceding the date of his 
retrenchment, certainly his unccremonious removal with 
effect from 01 -07 -1994 cannot be justificd by any means 
and the action of the management is, therefore, held to 
be not justified . 

14 . In the result, the workman is entitled to 
reinstatement in the category of regular mazdoor in the 
Calcutta Telephones . So far as the question ofback wages 
is concerned . It appears to be hard to saddle the 
management with paying the amount of his full back 
wages for a period of scveral years without his having 
worked , and , therefore, it is deemed fit and proper that in 
lieu ofback wages the management should pay Rs. 20 ,000 
to the workman and shall also reinstate him as a regular 
mazdoor So far as seniority of the workman is concemed , 
though the back wages have not been ordered in his 
favour, his continuity of service shall be maintained and 
he will be deemed to have continued in service all along. 

B . P . SHARMA , Presiding Officer 
Dated , Kolkata , 
The 13th May , 2002 . 

famont, 21 , 2002 
01.311 . 2007 . - 3115fte fa94 37f4f1414 , 1947 
( 1947 | 14 ) on ETT 17 3774 519 
संचार विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों 
के बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार 
situtfe 3ft het OR ( 6 * ET 265 / 2001) 

fyra o , 14 HOOT 21 - 5 - 2002 
प्राप्त हुआ था । 


New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 

S . O . 2007.- - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 265/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Deptt. and their work 
man , which was received by the Central Government on 
21- 5 - 2002 

[No. L 40012 /223/99 - IR (DU ) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM - LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
PRESENT : 

K . Karthikeyan, Presiding Officer. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES NO . 265/2002 
(Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I. D . No . 301/99) 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d ) of sub- section (1) and sub - section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), between 
the Workman Sri S , Selvakumar and the management of 
the General Manager, Telecommunications, Chennai). 
BETWEEN 
Sri S . Selvakumar 

· I Party Workman 
AND 
The GeneralManager, : II Party /management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dt. Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : 
For thc Workman 

M /s. M .Gnanasekar, 
C . Premavathi & 
G .Manjula , 

Advocates 
For the Management Sri R . Kanniappan , 

Addl. CGSC 


The Govt. of India , Ministry of Labour in exercise of 
powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section (1 ) and sub 
scction 2 (A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012 / 223 / 
99/ IR (DU ) dated 21- 10 - 1999. 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was 
taken on file as I. D . No. 301/99 . When the inatter was 
pending enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India , 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
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case from that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . 
On receipt of records from that Tribunal, the case has been 
taken on file as I.D . No. 263/2001 and notices were sent 
to the counsel on either side, informing them about the 
transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction to 
appear before this Tribunal on 12 -02-2001. On receipt of 
notice from this Tribunal, the counsels on either side 
present along with their respective partics and prosecuted 
the case further. 

When thematter cameup before me for finalhearing 
on 01-04 - 2002 , upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
Counter Statement, additional counter statement, the other 
material papers on record , the oral and documentary 
evidence let in on either side as common evidence for this 
case and the connected similar cases and after hearing the 
arguments advanced by the learned counsel for the II Party/ 
Management alone, this matter having stood over till this 
date for consideration, this Tribunal has passed the 
following : - 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above 
order of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication 
by this Tribunal is as follows : 

“ Whether the action of the General manager 
Telecommunications Kancheepuram in terminating 
the services of $. Selvakumar, casual Mazdoor is 
justified ? If so , to what relief is he entitled ." 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sh . $ Selvakumar 
( hereinafter refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual 
labour in thc II Party Management Telecom Department 
( hereinafter refers to as Respondent) in 1- 12 - 1984 for 
digging , drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal 
wages of Rs. 6 . 50 as daily rated wages. Though the 
Petitioner has been continuously working with the 
Respondent, and hasput in 1329 number of days of scrvice, 
hc had not been regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casual mazdoors 
working in the department for a long period formulated a 
Schemeknown as casual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary 
Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The Respondent 
Telecom Department failed to confer temporary status on 
the Petitioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal and 
arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has been denied 
employment w .e.f. 1506 - 1995 and,when his services were 
terminated he was getting Rs. 60 as daily wages. When 
he approached the concerned authority for conferment of 
temporary status, he was informed that he will be taken 
back to duty . The Petitioner was waiting for orders from 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding his re 
engagement. However , he has not received any orders nor 
he was taken back to duty so far . His service was utilised 


for the regular work that is perennial in nature. Therefore , 
when the work and the necessity to engage the Petitioner 
continuous, there is no reason or justification for denying 
the employment to the Petitioner. No reason was given by 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department for terminating the 
services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed to 
follow the principles of natural justice. No enquiry was 
conducted and the Petitioner wasnot given any opportunity 
before his services were discontinued . The Petitioner has 
put in more than a decade continuous service and the 
termination of his service is in violation of the provisions 
of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 . 
Further , the Petitioner was not given any notice or 
compensation in terms of the said provision of Industrial 
Disputes Act , 1947, hence, the action of the Respondent/ 
Department in terminating the services of the Petitioner 
without notice or compensation is ab initios viod and the 
Petitioner is deemed to be in continuous in service and 
therefore, is entitled to be reinstated with all other service 
benefits including arrears of back wages. The Respondent 
ought to have conferred temporary status as per the 
temporary status schemeand further absorbed him against 
regular Group D post. Thc Respondent / Telecom 
Department s action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary . 
Hence , this industrial dispute has been raised against the 
Respondent Telecom Department for a declaration that the 
order or termination dated 15 -6 - 95 is illegal and arbitrary 
and consequently for a direction to the Respondent/ 
Management to reinstate the Petitioner in service w .e.f. 
15 -6 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits . 

3. The Il Party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a counter statement and additional counter 
statement denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the 
Claim statement about his appointment as casual labour 
in 1. 12 . 1984 and his contention about continuousworking 
with the Recspondent Department for a period of 1329 
number of days of service and the alleged termination of 
the pctitioner from service on 15 .06 . 1995 . It is further 
alleged that the petitioner was engaged purely on casual 
basis for the unskilled work i.e . to carry out digging, 
drawing out wires , laying posts and for other casualworks 
on daily rated wages during 1995 for a period of 202 
days only . The department use to engage the Petitioner 
as and when there was work . In 1989, a Scheme called 
Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was 
introduced for the Casual Labourers who actually worked . 
The essential conditions of the scheme are: -- 
l. The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 31. 3. 1985 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date 

of the implementation of Scheme i.e. 01. 10 . 89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior 
to 01. 10 . 1989 ; and 
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4 There should not be a break for a period ofmore 

than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the services particulars . Since the petitioner 
did not fulfill all the aforcsaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
to be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service 
certificates with a view to get benefits like regularisation 
etc . from the department. So , the department did not 
consider the claim of the Petitioner. The alleged work 
donc by the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in 
nature. As on date, the department is not engaging Casual 
Labour lkie the Petitioner for any purpose and also not 
doing such type of work as done by the Petitioner . Since 
there is no work and there is not post, there is no scope 
for the Petitioner for his rc - employment in the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department. The Petitioner was 
cngaged on casual basis as and when required by the 
department, hence , he is not eligible for reinstatement as 
per the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
Schemc. Hence, it is played that the Hon ble Tribunal 
may be pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this case along 
with the similar industrial disputes raised by the workman 
like thc Petitioner pending enquiry before this Tribunal for 
adjudication can be tried together jointly and the evidence 
given in S. D . No. 156 /200 ) on either side can be treated as 
common evidence of all these cases. On the side of the 
Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner in I.D . 
No 156 /2001, and Sn K .Mohan , Petitioner in I. D . No. 262/ 
2001 have been examined as WW1and WW2 respectively . 
As per the memo filed by the learned counsel for the 
Respondent/Management, the evidence given by the 
Divisional Engineer, Mr P . Chandrasekar, who has been 
cxamined as a common witness MW1 in 1. D . No. 11.2001, 
has been trcated as a common evidence for this case and 
other similar connected cases. On the side of thc Petitioner, 
the xcrox copy of the service certificates have been marked 
as common Workman exhibits . On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate of 
WW filed before the conciliating authority earlier and the 
Xeros copics of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in thosc Service certificates under Ex. W1 to 
W3 have been marked asEx.M1,M2to M75 . The learned 
counsel for thc II Party Management has advanced his 
arguments. 


Point : 

When the matter was takon up for enquiry, as por 
the request of the learned counsel on cither sido, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been 
conducted Two out of these Petitioners have been 
examined as WW 1 and WW2. W 1 series, W2 and W 3 
series , the service certificates of WW I and WW 2 
respectively have been markod . On the side of the 
management thc Xerox copy of the servicor certificate of 
WW I filed before the conciliating authority carlier and 
the Xerox copies of thc original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in those Sorvice certificates under Ex. W1 to 
W 3 have been marked as Ex ,M1,M2 to M 75 . Apart 
from these documents the other Petitioners also filed in 
Court individually in their respective cases as the service 
certificates issued to them mentioning their service 
particulars,which are remained unmarked documents. The 
common claim made by all these Petitioners in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent 
Telecom Department is that the termination of the 
Petitioners from service by the RespondentManagement 
is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 
Respondent/management from the date of their respective 
termination from service as mentioned in their respective 
Claim Statements. They have raised these based on the 
service records . They were filed into Court in their 
respective cases . WW 1 and WW 2 have spoken about 
their respective service certificate they have filed into Court 
in their respective cases. In the cross -examination ofboth 
the Petitioners WW 1 and WW 2 , they have admitted that 
they have given their service particulars to the Respondent/ 
Department as per the direction of the department for 
consideration to confer temporary status mazdoors only . 
It is their further contention in the evidence that at the 
inception when they met the Telecom people , who were 
doing the work of the department near their house , 
requested those permanent cmployees of the Respondent 
Telecom Department like policeman to give them work 
and as per their direction they went 10 see the Assistant 
Engineer, and requested him to provide work in the 
Respondent/Department. WW 1 and WW 2 who have 
deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners have 
staid in the cross - examination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and 
they have not mentioned so in their earlier Claim 
Statements filed before the regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the concilation proceedings. They 
further say that they do not know thename of the Assistant 
Engineer, whom they met and asked for work . It is their 
further evidence , that they used to get the wagesby signing 
themuster rolls and the numbers of muster rollsmentioned 
in their respective service certificate are true and correct 
and their respective names are available in those original 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective service 
certificates. They further say in the cross -examination that 
they mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that 


5 . The Point for my consideration is 
" Whether the action of the general manager 
TelecommunicationsKancheepuram in terminating 
the services of Sh . S . Selvakumar, CasualMazdoor 
1$ justiſiçd ? If so , to what relicf is the entitle ?" 
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they were given service certificates by thc Assistant 
Engincer for the days they worked in the Respondent/ 
Department. They have also denied the suggestion in the 
cross -examination , that the service certificates produced 
by these Petitioners in their respective cases are all false 
certificates and they were created by them . They have also 
denied the suggestion that they have not worked in the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for the period they have 
mentioned by days in thcir respective Claim Statements 
On the side of the RespondentManagement, the cvidence 
given by Divisional Engineer , one Mr. P . Chandrasekar 
as MW 1 earlier has been treated as common cvidence for 
this case and similar connected other cases as per the memo 
filed by the Icarned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management. According to the Pctitioner, he was engaged 
by the Respondent/Management Department of 
Telecommunication as casual mazdoor in the year 1987 
and worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated in his 
Claim Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim 
Statement that all of a sudden he was terminated and the 
action of the RespondentManagement, Telecommunication 
Department in terminating him from service in not 
following the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Aci, 
1947 is ab intio void and illegal. Since the said action of 
the RespondentManagement is illegal, he must be 
reinstated in service by the RespondentManagement from 
the date of the alleged termination of service in the year 
1995 . But it is the connection of the Respondent/ 
management and also the evidence of MW1 that servicc 
certificates filed by the Petitioners are all false and created 
by themsclves artthey have not mentioned anything with 
regard to availability of service certificates in their Claim 
Statements . The learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management would further contend that in the Claim 
Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been mentioned 
as to who appoint them and where they have worked and 
who in the Respondent Department has terminated them 
from service. There is no appointment order as well as the 
termination order passed by the Respondent/Management 
for this Petitioner to claim that he was appointed by the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department and he was terminated 
against the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . 
According to thc management of Telecom Department, 
these people were engaged in the year 1995 and some 
persons were engaged at the end of 1994 for assisting the 
regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
laying the cables, and creating poles and other connected 
casual works. It is the specific stand of the Respondent 
Management that all thesc Petitioners have not worked 
for 240 days and in the Counter Statement filed by the 
RespondentManagement in their respective cases, the days 
for which the concerned Petitioner had worked in the 
Respondent/Department hasbeen clearly given . It is their 
further contention that servicc certificates relied upon by 
these Petitioners as issued by the officials of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department were not issued by the 


department and they were created by the Petitioners 
themselves and the particulars of the alleged service in 
the Telecom Department mentioned in the service 
certificates said to have been issued by the officials of the 
Respondent/Department from 1984 to 1995 are all bogus. 
By sufficient documentary cvidencc , evidence through 
Ex . M 2 to M 75 original muster rolls in the cross 
examination ofWW1and WW2 and through the common 
evidence of MW 1 it has been established that the 
particulars given in the service certificate by the Petitioners 
are bogus. WW I and WW 2 have clearly admitted in their 
cross - examination when their attention have been drawn 
to the entries in the original muster rolls mentioned in their 
service certificates that their names have not been available 
in the originalmuster rolls , maintained by the Telecom 
Department. Thc xerox copy of those muster rolls have 
been exhibited on the side of the Respondent/Management 
as Management Exhibits M 2 to M 75 . In the cross 
examination of the common witness for the management 
MW 1, no suggestion is put to him about the work of the 
Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department. No 
suggestion was put in the cross -examination of MW 1 that 
the particulars furnished in the service certificates produced 
by thc Petitioners are not bogus but they are genuine . On 
the side of thc Petitioners, no one hasbeen examined as a 
witness to prove the service certificates they are relying 
upon . The officials in the Telecom Department, who said 
to have issued those certificates have not been examined 
by thc Petitioners to prove their respective service 
certificatęs. From these common evidence available , it is 
seen that these Petitioners have worked for few days by 
assisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department in carrying out thc departmental work as 
Casual Labourers From the available evidence , it is seen 
that these Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourcrs 
by the regular departmental workman for the scasonalwork 
of the department they werc attending and they were 
disengaged on completion of the particular work . From 
this it is seen that the contention of the Petitioner in the 
Claim Statement that thc work will be available always 
and it is percnnial type of work are all false. The Petitioners 
who have been examined as common witnesses for 
workman as WW 1 and WW 2 have admitted that they 
were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of 
the department only to assist them for doing the 
departmental work as and when it was necessary From 
the evidence available in this case, it is seen thatPetitioners 
who have been working as casual mazdoors temporarily 
by assisting the regular and permanent staff of Respondent 
Telccom Department have disengaged , since the work they 
were attended were completed and there was no further 
work for them to do. So from the matcrials available in 
this case by way of exhibits and evidence, it is clearly 
established by the Respondent/Management by 
production of original muster rolls which have been 
referred to in service certificates of the Petitioners that 
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the Petitioners have never worked as Casual Labourers 
under thosc muster rolls for the said period and have 
not been paid wages by the department. From this , it is 
seen as contended by the learned counsel for the 
Respondent/Management in his argument that the 
particulars given in thc service certificates produced 
by the Petitioners are not truc particulars but they are 
bogus certificates. If rcally, the particulars given in the 
service certificates relied upon by the Petitioners are 
true , the Respondent/Department would have granted 
them temporary status mazdoors for Casual Labourers . 
From thc evidence available in thesc , it is abundantly 
proved by the Respondent/Department that these 
Petitioners have not worked continuously from 1984 
10 1995 Further, it is seen from the evidence available 
that thc Petitioner was cngaged by the department as 
Casual Labourers only for a short period as and when 
required and he was given wages on daily rated basis 
It is thc evidence ofMW 1 that the work the Petitioners 
were doing as Casual Labourers was only seasonal work 
and it was not a continuous one and it is not available 
all though the years It cannot be denied that the work 
these Petitioners attended as Casual Labourers in the 
Respondent /Management department were only 
development work like opening new telephone 
exchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges and 
they were done as project works and on completion of 
that work , those Petitioners have no work in the 
department to continuč in service. It is the definite 
evidence of MW 1 that on checking the service 
particulars given by the Petitioners, the department has 
found that the particulars they furnished arc not true 
and they were found to be bogus. All these things cannot 
by denied. It has been demonstrat before this Tribunal 
by the Respondent/Management by relevant documents 
that the names of the Petitioners were not available in 
the originalmusicr rolls that has been mentioncd in their 
service certificates. From this , it is cstablished that the 
particulars given in their service certificates are false . 
No date of issue of those service certificate is available 
in the service certificates The Pctitioners who have 
been examined as common witnesses for these 
Petitioners as WW I and WW 2 also have not stated in 
thcir evidence , the dates on which they were issued 
those service certificates by the concerned officials in 
the department If they were really issued by the officials 
of the Respondent Telecom Department as a roosd for 
their ser l 16 4" ? the department, the Petitioner would 
not have been lailed to mention all these things in their 
respective Claim Statements The non -mcntion of the 
same in their Claim Statements and the production of 
these certificates without any basis , during trial of thc 
cases , bcforc this Tribunal, go to show that these 


Petitioners have created them for the purpose of those 
cases as the RespondentManagement contends it. From 
the available materials, it is seen that the Respondent 
Management in regular course did not employ 
Petitioners and they were not given independent work , 
so the question of retrenchment from service does not 
at all arisc. So under such circumstances, the question 
of Respondents not following the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior 
notice and compensation under section 25F of Industrial 
Disputes Acı, 1947 will not at all arise. As per the recent 
decisions of the Supreme Court, the Petitioner has to 
prove conclusively with acceptable, legal evidence that 
he has worked in the Respondent Telecom Department 
as a Casual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days 
preceding the date on which they have been discngaged 
from work . In the absence of such evidence on the side 
of the Petitioner, it can be concluded that they have no 
right to claim even conferment of temporary status of 
casual mazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in 
service in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. So , 
under such circumstances, from the available matcrials 
it is seen that the action of the Management of Telecom 
Department in not cngaging thcsc Pctitioners as casual 
mazdoors , subscquent to completion of work for which 
they have engaged is legal and justiſicd . Hence , this 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed for in 
his Claim Statement. Thus, the point is answered 
accordingly . 


6 In the result, an Award is passed holding that 
thc Petitioner is not entitled to the relief praycd for in 
the Claim Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and 
lyped by him , corrected and pronounced by mic in the 
open court on this day thc 30th April, 2002.) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen ; -- 
W .W1 - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in 1.D . 156 / 2001) 
WW2 - Sh K . Mohan (Pctitioner in 1,D . 262 / 2001) 
For the II Party/Management: - 
M . W . I - Sh P Chandrasckar |DE (Legal & Commes 

cial)] Examined in I D .No. 11 /2001 and has 

laten as Comuinon cvidence in this case. 
Common Docuincnts Marked : 
For the I Pary /Workmen : 
W 1 Series ( 7 ) . -- Original serveceriilicales issued in 

favur ir clitioncis . 
W 2 - vnigina Service Notc Booi. 
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W 3 Seric : ( 7) - Xerox copy of the worvice dortificates 

Innued in favour of Potitioners . 
For the Il Prry /Management: 
MI - - Xorox copy of the Norvice cortifloato 

Insuod in favour or Patitionera . 
M2 

Xorox copy of MR No. 03430 

-- Xorox copy of M .R . No. 09HS1 
M4 

Xorox copy of MR, No . 07188 

Xorox copy of MR, No. 07193 
MG 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /04693 

Xorox copy of MR. No. 18 / 04693 
MM 

Xorox copy or MR No. 3/06114 

Xerox copy of MR No. 9 /06114 
M10 

Xorox copy of MR No. 18 /06114 

Xorox copy of MR No. 6 /00119 
M12 

Xorox copynt M . R .No . 3700115 
M13 

Xorox copy of MR. No . 18 /016113 
M14 

Xorox copy of M . R . No. 1/08SIT 
M15 

Xerox copy of MR. No. 19 /07289 
MIO 

Xerox copy of M .R . No . 7/4427 
M17 

Xerox copy of M .R. No, 4/ 4431 
MIX 

Xorox copy of MR No. 13 / 13948 
MI9 

Xorex copy of MR No. 15/06117 
M20 

Xorox copy of MR No 21/06119 
M21 

Xerox copy of MR No 13/08 $ 12 
M22 

Xerox copy of MR . No. 23/08912 
M23 

Xerox copy of MR. No. 10 /08913 
M24 

Xerox copy of MR. No, 11/08914 
M25 

Xerox copy of MR. No . 15/20861 
M26 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /20861 
M27 

Xerox copy or M .R No. 12/ 20862 
M28 

Xorox copy of MR No. 11 /20863 
M29 

Xerox copy of MR. No. 03/20867 
M30 

Xcrox copy of MR No 02/20868 
M31 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/ 20863 
M32 

Xcrox copy of MR No 12 /20869 
M33 

Xerox copy of M .R . No 23/20869 

Xerox copy of MR. No. 20 /04631 
M35 

Xerox copy of M .R . No 24 /2 
M36 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /4 


M41 
M42 
M43 
M44 
M45 
M40 
M47 
M48 
M49 
M50 
M31 
MS2 
MS3 
M54 
M35 
M36 
MS7 
MSX 
M30 
M60 
M01 
MO2 
M63 
M64 
M65 
M66 
M67 
M68 
M69 
M70 
M71 


Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /4 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /5 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 715 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 / 5 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 5 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 17 /5 
Xerox copy of MR. No. 22 / 5 
Xerox copy or M .R . No. 4 /59 
Xerox copy of M .R . No 04978 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 8 /06216 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 07188 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7/4427 
Xorox copy of MR . No. 13 /06117 
Xerox copy of M .R .No. 9/06114 
Xerox copy of M . R . No . 18 /06114 
Xcrox copy of MR. No. 6 /06115 
Xorox copy of MR. No. 18 /06115 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 1/08911 
Xorox copy of MR No. 2 /08311 
Xorox copy of MR No. 22 /08311 
Xorox copy of M . R . No. 13 /08312 
Xorox copy of MR. No. 23/08512 
Xorox copy of M . R . No . 10 /08513 
Xorox copy of M . R. No. 19 / 20861 
Xorox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
Xorox copy of MR. No. 12 /20862 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/20863 
Xerox copy of M .R No. 19 /20863 
Xerox copy of MR No. 11/20864 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 09/20866 
Xerox copy of MR No. 03 /20867 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /20867 
Xorox copy of MR No 02/20868 
Xerox copy of MR No. 12/20869 
Xerox copy of MR No 06 /21253 
Xerox copy of MR. No. 13/27 
Xerox copy of M .R No. 19 /29 
Xerox copy of MR No. 4 /29 
Xerox copy of M . R . No 20 /29 

Presiding Officer 
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fart, 21 %, 2002 
1.311 . 2008 . - utfit for fu4 , 1947 ( 1947 
14 ) URT 17 Hot OR HER fyri 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण 

# TEC HGH ( H 266 / 2001 ) abert , 
anta ra 21- 5 - 2002 79797 37T | 

[ 1, 16 - 40012 /242/99 — 3775.317 . ( 51. 7.) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
$ . 0 . 2008 . — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hørby published the award (Ref. No . 266 /2001) 
of thc Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the umployers in relation to the management 
of Telocom Deptt . and their workman , which was received by 
the CentralGovernmenton 21- 5- 2002 

No. L - 40012/242 /99 - IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuoday, the 30th April, 2002 
PRESENT : 

K .Karthikeyan, Prosiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No 266 /2001 
( Tamil Nadu Stato Industrial Tribunal I.D . No. 309/ 99 ) 

(in thematter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clauso (d ) of Sub -section (1 ) and Sub- section 2 ( A ) of Sec 
tion 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Workman Sri D . Jeevanandam and the man 
agement of the thc GeneralManager, Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist. Chonnai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri D . Jeevanandam : 1 Party /Workman 

AND 
The General Manager i II Party /Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist. Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman 

· M / s. M Gnanasekar, 

C . Premavathy & 
G .Manjula , 

Advocates 
For the Management Sri R Kanniappan 

Addl CGSC 


The Govt. of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise of 
powers conferred by clause (d ) of Şub -section (1 ) and Sub 
section ( 2A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial Dispute 
for adjudication vide Order No. L -40012 /242 /99 / IR (DU ) 
dated 21- 10 - 1999. 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai where it was 
taken on file as ID No . 302/99 . When the matter was 
pending enquiry in that Tribunal Govt. of India ,Ministry 
of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this casc from 
that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt 
of recordș from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on 
file as I.D . No. 266 /2001 and notices were sent to the 
counsel on either side , informing them about the transfer 
of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear 
before this Tribunal on 12 -02- 2001. On receipt of notice 
from this Tribunal, the counsels on either side present 
along with their respective parties and prosecuted the 
case further. 

When the matter came up before me for final hcaring 
on 01-04 -2002, upon perusing the Claim Statement, Counter 
Statement, additional statement, the othermaterial papers 
on record , the oral and documentary evidence let in on 
either side as common cvidence for this case and the 
connected similar cases and after hearing the arguments 
advanced by the learned counsel for the II Party / 
Managementalone, this matter having stood over till this 
date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following : - 


AWARD 


The IndustrialDispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. ſor adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

“Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Kancheepuram in terminating the scrvices of Sh D . 
Jeevanandam Casualmazdoor is justified ? If not, to 
what relief he is entitled ? 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party Workman are briefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sri D . Jeevanandam 
( hereinafter refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual 
labour in the II Party Management Telecom Department 
(hçrçinafter refers to as Respondent) on 01 -03- 1985 for 
digging , drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal 
wages of Rs. 6 .50 as daily rated wages. Though the 
Pctitioner has been continuously working with the 
Respondent, and has put in 1287 number of days ofservice, 
he had not been regularised . The Department of 

Telecommunication in order to absorb the casualmazdoors 
working in the department for a long period formulated a 
Scheme known as casualmazdoors (Grant of Temporary 
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Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The Respondenu 
Telecom Department failed to confer temporary status on 
the Petitioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal and 
arbitrary. The I Party /Workman has been denied 
employment i.e . 15 -06 - 1995 and , when his services were 
teminated he was getting Rs. 60 /- as daily wages. When he 
approached the concerned authority for conferment of 
temporary status, he was informed that he would be taken 
back to duty. The Petitioner was waiting for orders from 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department regading his 
re -engagcnent However, he has not received any orders 
nor he was taken back to duty so far. His service was 
utilised for the regular work that is perennial in nature . 
Therefore , when the work and the necessity to engage the 
Petitioner continuous, there is no reason or justification 
for denying the employment to the Petitioner. No reason 
was given by the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
terminating the services of thc Petitioner and the 
Respondent failed to follow thc principles of natural justice . 
No enquiry was conducted and the Petitioner was not given 
any opportunity before his services were disconținucd . 
The Petitioner has put in more than a decade continuous 
service and the termination of his service is in violation of 
the provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 . Further, the Petitioner was not given any notice 
or compensation in termsof the said provision of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 . Hence, the action of thc Respondent 
Department in terminating the services of Pctitionerwithout 
notice or compensation is ab initio void and the Petitoner 
is deemed to be continuous in service and therefore , is 
entitled to be reinstated with all other serice benefit 
including arrears of back wages. The Respondent ought 
to have conferred temporary status as per the temporary 
status scheme and further absorbed him against regular 
Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom Department s 
action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary. Hence , this 
industrial dispute hasbeen raised against the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for a declaration that the order of 
termination dated 15 -6 - 95 is illegal and arbitrary and 
consequently for a direction to the Respondent/ 
Management to reinstate thc Petitioner in service i.e . 
15 -06 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits . 

3. The II Party Management Telecom Department has 
filed a Counter Statement, and additional Counter 
Statement, denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the 
Claim Statcmcnt about his appointmentas Casual Labour 
on 01-03 - 1985 and his contention about continuous working 
with the Respondent/Department for a period of 1287 
number of days of service and the alleged termination of 
thc Petitioner from service on 15 -06 - 1995 
It is further alleged that the Petitioner was engaged purely 
on casual basis for the unskilled work 1.e. to carry out 
digging , drawing out wires, laying posts and for other 
casual works on daily rated wages during 1995 for a period 


of less than 191 days only. The department used to engage 
thc Petitioner as and when there was work . In 1989 , a 
Scheme called Grant of Temporary Status to Casual 
Labourers was introduced for the Casual Labourers who 
actually worked . The essential conditions of the scheme 
are : - - 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31- 3 - 1985 ; 
2. He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.e. 01 - 10 - 89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any onc of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989, and 
4. There should not be a break for a period ofmore 

than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary stalus and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars . Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found to 
be bogus. The petitioner had produced falsc service 
certificates with a view to get the benefits like regularisation 
etc. from the department. So , the department did not 
consider the claim of the Petitioner. The alleged work done 
by the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature. As 
on date, the department is not engaging Casual Labour like 
the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since there is no 
work and there is no post, there is no scope for the Petitioner 
for his re -employment in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis 
as and when required by the department, hence, he is not 
eligible for reinstatement as per thc law and as well as 
Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme. Hence , it is prayed 
that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleascd to dismiss the 
claim petition . 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
the evidence given in I.D . No . 156 /2001 on either side can 
be treated as common evidence for all these cases. On the 
side of the Petitioner/Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner 
in I. D . No. 156 /2001, and Sri K . Mohan , Petitioner in 
I. D .No. 262/ 2001 havc bccn cxamined as WWIand WW2 
respectively. As per the memo filed by the learned counsel 
for the Respondent/Management, the evidence given by 
one Divisional Engincer,Mr. P Chandrasekar, who has been 
examined as a common witness MWI in I. D . No. 11/2001, 
has been treated as a common evidence for this case and 
other similar connected cases. On the side of the Petitioner, 
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thc xerox copy of the servicc ceruiſicates have been marked 
as common Workmen cxhibits. On the side of the 
Management thc Xerox copy of the services certificate of 
WW1 filed before the conciliating authority earlier and the 
Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in those Servicc certſiçates under Ex .Wlto W3 
have been marked as Ex.MI, M2 10 M75 The learned 
counsel for the II Party Management has advanced his 
arguments. 

5. The Point for my consideration is - 
“ Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Kancheepuram in terminating the services of Shri D . 
Jecvanadam , CasualMazdoor is legal and justified ? 
If not, to what relief , hc is entitled ?" 


Point : 


When the matter was taken up for enquiry, as per the 
request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint trial of 
thcsc 60 cases which are similar in nature has been con 
ducted Two out of these Petitioners have been examined 
as WW1 and WW2. Wl sçrics, W2 and W3 series, the 
service certificates of WW1 and WW2 respectively have 
been marked . On the side of the Management the Xerox 
copy of the services certificate of WW 1 filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
original muster rolls which are mentioned in thosc Service 
certificates under Ex. WI10 W3 have been marked as Ex.MI, 
M2 to M75 . Apart from these documents the other Peti 
tioners also filed in Court individually in their respective 
cases as the service certificates issued to them mentioning 
their service particulars, which are remained unmarked 
documents . The common claim made by all those Petition 
ers in thcir respective industrial dispute against the Rc 
spondený/ Telecom Department is that the termination of 
the Petitioners from scrvice by the Respondent/Manage 
ment is illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the 
Respondent Management from the date of their respec 
tive termination from service asmentioned in their respec 
tive Claim Statements They have raised these claimsbased 
on the service records They were filed into Court in their 
respective cases. WW1 and WW2 have spoken about their 
respective service certificates they have filed into Court in 
their respective cases. In the cross examination of both the 
Petitioners WW1and WW2, they have admitted that they 
have given their service particulars to the Respondent 
Department as per the direction of the department for con 
sideration to confer temporary status mazdoors only . It is 
their further contention in the evidence that at thc incep 
tion when they mct the Telecom people, who were doing 
the work of thç department near thcir house, requested 
those permanent employees of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department like linemonto give them work and as per their 
direction thcy went 10 sce the Assistant Engineer, and 
requested him to provide work in thc Respondent Depart 
ment. WW1 and WW2 who have deposed as common 


witnesses for thesc Petitioners have stated in the cross 
examination that they have not mentioned all these things 
in their Claim Statements and they have not mentiorod so 
in their carlier Claim Statements ſiled before the Regional 
Commissioner of Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation pro 
ceedings . They further say that they do not know the name 
of the Assistant Engincer, whom they met end asked for 
work . It is their further evidence, that they used to get the 
wagesby signing the muster rolls and the numbers of mus 
ter rollsmentioned in their respective service certificates 
are truc and correct and their respective names are avail 
able in those original muster rolls mentioned in their re 
spective service certificates. They further say in the cross 
examination that they mentioned in their respective Claim 
Statements that thcy were given service certificates by the 
Assistant Engineer for the days they worked in the Re 
spondentDepartment. They have also denied the sugges 
tion in the cross examination , that the service certificates 
produced by these Petitioners in their respective cases are 
all false certificates and they were created by them . They 
have also denicd the suggestion that they have not worked 
in the Respondent/ Telecom Department for the period they 
have mentioned by days in their respective Claim State 
ments . On the side of the RespondentManagement, the 
cvidence given by Divisional Engineer, one Mr. P. 
Chandrasekar asMWIearlier has been treated as common 
evidence for this case and similar connected other cases 
as per the memo filed by the learned counsel for the Re 
spondentManagement. According to the Petitioner, he 
was engaged by the Respondent/Management Department 
of Telecommunication as casualmazdoor in the year 1985 
and worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated in his 
Claim Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim 
Statement that all of a sudden he was terminated and the 
action of the Respondent Management, Telecommunica 
tion Department in terminating him from service in not fol 
lowing the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
is ab initio void and illegal. Since the said action of the 
RespondentManagement is illegal, he must be reinstated 
in service by the RespondentManagement from the date 
of thc alleged termination of scrvice in thc year 1995. But it 
is the contention of the Respondent Management and also 
the cvidence of MW1 that service certificates filed by the 
Petitioners are all ſalse and created by themselves and they 
have notmentioned anything with regard to availability of 
service certificates in their Claim Statements. The leamed 
counsel for the RespondentManagement would further 
contend that in the Claim Statement of the Petitioners noth 
ing has been menuioned as to who appoint them and where 
they have worked and who in the Respondent Department 
has terminated them from service . Therç is no appointment 
order as well as the termination order passed by the Rc 
spondent/Management for these Petitioners to claim that 
he was appointed by theRespondent/ Telecom Department 
and he was terminated against the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 . According to the Management of 
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Telecom Department, these people were engaged in the 
year 1995 and some persons were engaged at the end of 
1994 for assisting the regular staff of the Respondent 
Telccom Department for laying the cables, and erecting 
poles and other connected casual works. It is the specific 
stand of the Respondent/Management that all these Peti 
tioners have not worked for 240 days and in the Counter 
Statement filed by the RespondentManagement in their 
respective cases, the days for which the concerned Peti 
tioner had worked in the Respondent Department has been 
clearly given . It is their further contention that service cer 
tificates relied upon by these Petitioners as issued by the 
officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Department were not 
issued by the department and they were created by the 
Petitioners themsclves and the particulars of the alleged 
service in the Telecom Department mentioned in the ser 
vice certificates said to have been issued by the officials of 
the Respondent/Department from 1984 10 1995 are all bo 
gus By sufficient documentary evidence , cvidence through 
Ex M2 to M75 originalmuster rolls in the cross -examina 
tion of WWI and WW2 and through the common evi 
dence ofMW1 it has been cstablished that the particulars 
given in the scrvice certificates by the Petitioners are bo 
gus. WW1and WW2have clcarly admitted in their cross 
cxaminalion when their attention have been drawn to the 
entries in the original muster rolls mentioned in their ser 
vicc certificates that their names have notbecn available in 
the original muster rolls , maintained by the Telecom 
Department Thc xerox copics of those muster rolls have 
becn exhibited on the side of the Respondent Manage 
ment as Management Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the cross 
examination of the common witness for theManagement 
MWI, no suggestion is put to him about the work of the 
Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department. No 
suggestion was put in the cross -examination ofMW1that 
the particulars furnished in the service certificates pro 
duced by the Petitioners are not bogus but they are genu 
inc On the side of The Pctitioners, no one has bccn cxam 
incd as a witness 10 prove the service certificates thcy arc 
rclying upon Thc oſlicials in the Telecom Department,who 
said to have issued those certificates have not been exam 
incd by thc Pctitioners to prove their respective service 
certificates From these common evidenccs available , it is 
seen that thesc Petitioncrs have worked for few days by 
assisting the regular staff of the Respondenu/ Telecom De 
partment in carrying out the departmental work as Casual 
Labourers. From the availablc evidence, it is scen that these 
Petitioners were engaged as CasualLabourers by the regular 
departmental workmen for the seasonalwork of the depart 
ment they were attending and they were discngaged on 
completion of the particular work . From this it is scen that 
the contention of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement that 
thc work will be available always and it is perennial type of 
work are all false. The Peutioners who have been examined 
as conimon witnesses for workmen as WWI and WW2 
have admitied that they were cngaged as Casual Labourers 


by the regular staff of the department only to assist them 
for doing the departmental work as and when it was 
necessary . From the evidence available in this case, it is 
seen that Petitioners who have been working as casual 
ma doors temporarily by assisting the regular and perma 
nent staff of Respondent/ Telecom Department have dis 
engaged , since the work they were attended were com 
pleted and there was no further work for them to do . So 
from the materials available in this case by way of exhibits 
and evidence , it is clcarly established by the Respondent 
Management by production of original musicr rolls which 
have been referred 10 in service certificaics of the Petition 
ers that the Petitioners have never worked as Casual 
Labourers under those muster rolls for the said period and 
have not been paid wages by thc department. From this, it 
is scen as contended by the learned counsel for the Re 
spondentManagement in his argument that the particu 
lars given in the service certificates produced by the Peti 
tioners are not true particulars but thcy are bogus certifi 
cates If rcally , the particulars given in the service certiſi 
cates relicd upon by the Petitioners are iruc, the Respon 
dent Department would have been granted temporary sta 
lus mazdoors for Casual Labourers. From the evidence 
available in these cases , it is abundantly proved by the 
Rcspondent /Department that this Petitioner had not 
worked continuously from 1985 to 1995 . Further, it is scen 
from the evidence availablc that the Department 
engaged the Petitioner as Casual Labourers only for the 
short period as and when required and he was given wages 
on daily rated basis. It is the evidencc ofMW 1 that the 
work thc Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was 
only seasonal work and it was not a continuous one and it 
is not available all through the year. It cannot be denied 
that the work thcsc Petitioners attended as Casual 
Labourers in the Respondent/Management department 
were only development work like opening new telephonc 
exchanges and strengthening the existing exchanges and 
they were donc as project works and on complction of that 
work , these Petitioners have no work in the department to 
continue in service . It is the deſinite evidence ofMWIthat 
on checking the service particulars given by the Petition 
ers, thc department has found that the particulars they 
ſurnished arc not truc and they were found to be bogus. 
All these things cannot be denied . It has been demon 
strated before this Tribunal by the RespondentManagc 
ment by relevant documents that the names of the Peti 
tioners were not available in the originalmuster rolls that 
has been mentioned in their service certificalcs. From this, 
it is established that the particulars given in their service 
ccruiſicates arc ſalsc . No dale of issuc of those service 
cerliſícates is available in the service certiſicates . Thc Peti 
tioncrs who have been examined as common witnesses for 
these Petitioners as WW1and WW2 also have not stated 
in their evidence, the dates on which incy were issued 
those service certificates by the concerned officials in the 
department. If they were really issucd by the officials of 
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the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a record for their 
service in the department, the Petitioner would not have 
been failed to mention all these things in their respective 
Claim Statements. The non -mention of the same in their 
Claim Statements and the production of these certificates 
without any basis during trial of the cases, before this 
Tribunal go to show that these Petitioners have created 
them for the purpose of these cascs as the Respondent 
Management contends it. From the available materials , it 
is sccn that the RespondentManagement in regular course 
did not employ Petitioners and they were not given inde 
pendent work , so the question of retrenchment from ser 
vice does not at all arise Sounder such circumstances, thc 
qucstion of Respondents not following the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and thc issuance of prior 
notice and compensation under section 25F of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all arisc . As per the recent 
decisions of the Supreme Court , thc Petitioner has to prove 
conclusively with acceptable , Icgal evidence that he has 
worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a Ca 
sual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days preceding 
the date on which they have been disengaged from work , 
In the absence of such cvidence on the side of the Peti 
tioner, it can be concluded that they have no right to claim 
even conferment of temporary status of casual mazdoors 
and also to claim reinstatement in service in the Respon 
deny Telecom Department So , under such circumstances, 
from thc available natcrials it is scen that the action of the 
Management of Telecom Department in not engaging these 
Pctitioners as casual mazdoors, subscquent to completion 
of work for which thcy have engaged is legal and justified . 
Hence , this Petitioner is not entilled to the relicſ he prayed 
for in his Clain Statement. Thus, the point is answered 
accordingly . 


Wi Serics( 7 ) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners. 
W2 - Orginal Service Noto book 
W3 Series( 7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates issued 

in favour of Petitioners 
For the Il Party/Management: 
MI- Xerox copy of the service certificato issued in 

ſavour of Petitioners. 
M2 . Xerox copy of M .R . No.03850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.05831 
M4 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.07188 
M5 Xerox copy of M .R . No.07193 
M6 Xerox copy of MR . No 19 /04693 
M7 . Xerox copy of MR No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 3 /06114 
MI . Xerox copy of MR No. 9 /06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of M . R No 18 / 06114 
M11 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6 /06115 
M 12 - Xerox copyof M . R No. 5 /06115 
M13 - Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of MR No. 1/08511 
M15 - Xerox copy ofMR. No 19/07289 
M 16 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.7 /4427 
M 17 - Xerox copy of MR. No 4 /4431 
M 18 - Xerox copy of M .R No 13/ 15 948 
M19 - Xerox copy ofMR. No 15 /06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of MR No 21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13/08512 
M22 - Xcrox copy ofMR. No . 23/08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 1170851 + 
M25 - Xerox copy of MR. No 15/20861 
M 26 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 18 / 20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of M .R No . 12/20862 
M 28 - Xerox copy ofMR. No 11/ 20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M . R No 03/ 20867 
M 30 - Xerox copy of MR. No. (12/ 20868 
M 31 - Xerox copy of MR No 13/20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of MR No 12 / 20869 
M 33 - Xerox copy of MR No 23/ 2086. 9 
M3 . Xerox copy of MR No 20 /06071 


6 In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is notentitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement. No Cost 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by mc in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002 ) 

K KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W .WI - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 
WW2 - Sh .K . Mohan (Petitioner in 1 D . 262/2001) 
For the Il Party Management: - 
M .W . 1 - Sh . P. Chandrasekar DE (Legal & Commercial) 

Examined in I. D No . 11 / 2001 and has taken as 

Common cvidence in this case 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
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famit , 21 , 2002 
T. 371. 2009. - ulf 19 farete ufuf144 , 1947 ( 1947 
# 114 ) TERI 17 STYR, # 12 HAIR AR foym 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औधोगिक अधिकरण, 

MTZ HGH FCA ( 273 /2001 ) fra heft, ut 
sosta lor 21- 5 - 2002 1497 E39 40| 

[ H . T -40012 / 247 /99 — 375, 317 ( 31 .7 .) ] 

. कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
S .O . 2009. - In pursuance of Section 17 ofthe Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), the CentralGovernment hereby 
publishes thc award (Ref. No. 273 /2001) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Chennainow 
as shown in the Annexure in the industrial dispute between 
thccmployers in relation to themanagement of Telecom Depil. 
and their workman , which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-5 - 2002 


No. L - 40012 / 247/99 - R (DU ) 


KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 


M35 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 24 /2 
M 36 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /4 
M37 . Xorox copy of M .R . No . 14/4 
M38 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 / 5 
M39 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 715 
M40 . Xerox copy of M .R , No . 10 /5 
M41. - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/ 5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 17 /5 
M43 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22 /5 
M 44 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 4 /59 
M45 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 04978 
M 46 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 8/ 06216 
M47 - Xerox copy of MR No. 07188 
M 48 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 7 /4427 
M 49 - Xcrox copy of M . R . No. 13/06117 
M 50 : Xerox copy of M .R . No. 9 /06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 18/ 06114 
M 52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6 /06115 
M 53 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
M 54 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 2/08511 
M 56 - Xerox copy of M .R No 22/08511 
M 57 - Xerox inv of MR. No . 13 /08912 
M 58 - Xerox copy of MR No. 23 /08512 
M 59 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 15 /20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 18 /20861 
M62 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 12/20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 11/ 20863 
M64 . Xerox copy of MR. No. 19120863 
M 65 . Xerox copy ofMR No 11/ 20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 09/ 20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 03 /20867 
M68 - Xerox copy ofMR No 14 / 20867 
M69 . Xerox copy ofMR No . 02 /20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M . R No 12 /20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 06 /21253 
M 72 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 13 / 27 
M 73 - Xerox copy of M . R No 19/29 
M74 . Xlor coprol !! I in Inn 
1176 . Serocopy it MR No 11. 20 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday,the 30th April , 2002 
PRESENT : 

K . Karthikeyan , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 273 /2001 
(Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal ID No 305 /99 ) 

(In thematter of the dispulc for adjudication under 
clause (d ) of sub - section ( 1 ) and sub -section 2 ( A )of Sccuon 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), betwecn 
the Workman Sri R . Arputharajan and the Management of 
Telecommunications , Kanchecpuram Dist. Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri A . Arputharajan I Party /Workman 

AND 
The General Manager, : Il Party /Management 
Telecommunicauons, 
Kanchecpuram Dist, Chennai. 
Appearancc . 
For the Workman . M /s M .Gnanasekaran , 

Premavathy & 

G Manjula , Advocates 
For the Management Sri K . Kanniappan .Addi 

( GSC 
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The Govt. of India ,Ministry ofLabour in exercise of 
powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub - section ( 1) and sub 
section 2 (A ) of Scction 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial Dispute 
for adjudication vidc Order No . L - 40012 /247 /99/1R (DU ) 
dated 26 - 10 - 1999 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamul 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai,wherc it was taken 
on file as I. D . No. 305 /99 . When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India , Ministry of 
Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case from that 
Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of 
records from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on file 
as I. D . No. 273/2001 and notices were sent to the counsel 
on either side, informing them about the transfer of this 
case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear before this 
Tribunal on 12 -02- 2001 On receipt of notice from this 
Tribunal, the counsels on cither side present along with 
thier respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 

Wheirthematter cameup before me for final hearing 
on 01-04 -2002, upon perusing the Clau Salement, Counter 
Statement, the other material papers on record , the oral 
and documentary evidence let in on either side as common 
cvidence for this casc and the connected similar cases and 
after hcaring the arguments advanced by the learned 
counsel for the II Party Management alone, this matter 
having stood over till this date for consideration , this 
Tribunal has passed the following : - 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

" Whether the demand of the workman Sri R . 
Arputharajan for reinstatement with back wages is 
justified ? If so , to what relief he is entitled ?" 

2. The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party/Workman are briefly as follows:-- 

The I Party /Workman Sri R . Arputharajan , 
(hereinafter refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual 
labour in the II Party Management Telecom Department 
(hereinafter refers to as Respondont) on 21- 12 - 1974 for 
digging , drawing wires, laying posts and for other alliod 
jobs as directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal 
wages of R $ 2, 50 as daily rated wages Though the 
Pctitioner has becn continuously working with the 
Respondent, and has put in 461 number ofdays of service. 
he had not been regularised The Deparuncnt of 
Telecommunicauon in order to absorb the casualmazdoors 
working in the department for a long period formulated a 
Schcmc known as casual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary 
Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. Thc Respondent/ 
Telecom Department failed to confer temporary status on 
the Petitionor under the said Schema,which is illegal and 


arbitrary. The I Parly /Workman has been denied 
employment w .e.f. 3 -04- 1973 and , when his service word 
terminated he was getting Rs.3.00/- as daily wages.When 
hc approached the concerned authority for conformont of 
temporary status hewas informed that he will be taken back 
to duty . The Petitioner was waiting for orders from 
the Respondent Telcome Department regarding his 
re -engagement. However, he has not received any orders 
nor he was taken back to duty so far. His servico wasuulised 
for the regular work that is perennial in naturo. Therefore , 
when the work and the nocessity to engage the Potitioner 
continuous, there is no reason or justification for denying 
the employment to the Petitioner. No reason was given by 
the Respondent/ Telecom Departmont for terminating the 
services of the Pctitioner and the Respondont miled to 
follow the principles of natural justico. No enquiry Wus 
conducted and the Petitioner was not given any 
opportunity beforç his services were discontinuod . The 
Petitioncr has put in more than a decade continuous iONICC 
and the termination of his service is in violation of the 
provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Dlaputol Acl. 
1947 Further, the Petitioner was not given any notice or 
compensation in terms of the said provision of Industrial 
Dispuics Act, 1947.Hence, the action of the Respondent 
Department in terminating the servicos of the petitioner 
without notice or compensation is ab initio vold and the 
Petitioner is decincd 10 be in conuinous in service and 
therefore, is cntitled to be reinstated with all other service 
beneliu including arrears of back wagou . The Respondent 
ought to have conferred temporary status as per the 
temporary status schemeand further absorbed him agalijat 
rcgular Group D post. Tho Rospondoni Telecom 
Department s action in noidoing so is illegal and arbitrary . 
Hence, this industrial dispute has been raisod against the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for a declaration that thic 
order of termination dated 3 -4 - 75 to illegal and arbitrary and 
consequently for a direction to the Respondeni/ 
Managemeni 10 reinstato the Petitioner in service w .c.f. 
3 - 4 - 1975 and 10 pay all arrcars of buok wages and all dihor 
attendant benefits 

3 . The II Party Managemont Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Stalement danying the allegatio118 
of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement about his 
oppointmont ns Casual Labour on 14 - 3 - 1973 and hig 
contention about continuous working with the 
Respondent/Department for a period of 461 rutuber of 
days of service and inc alleged tcrminguon of the 
Petitioner from service on 3 -4 . 1975. The department 
used 10 engage ihe Pulisioncr us and when UICIC 1 :14 
work . In 1989 , a Scheinc called " Grant of Touponiny 
Status 10 Casual Labourers was introduced loul . 
Casual Labourers who actually worked The Cyst DIILOR 
conditions of the scheincarc . 

1. The c: " 2001 ?1, (1147 luuld havebeen 11. , 1241 

10 11- 3. 1984 " . 
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5. The Point for my consideration is - 
" Whether the the demand of the workman Sri . R . 
Arputharajan for reinstatement with back wages is 
justificd ? If so , to what reliefhe is entitled ?" 


Point : 


2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

thç implementation of Scheme 1.e. 01- 10 -89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 

servicc in any onc of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989 ; and 
4. There should not be a break for a period of morc 

than one year 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the scrvice 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars. Since the 
petitioner did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory 
conditions he could not be granted TSM status. The 
scrvice particulars submitted by the Petitioner were 
scrutinized and found to be bogus. The petitioner had 
produced false service certificates with a view to get 
the benefits like rcgularisation etc . from the department. 
So , the department did not consider the claim of the 
Petitioner. The alleged work done by the Petitioner is 
not skilled and perennial in riature. As on date , the 
departmien 18 mot engaring Casual Labour like the 
Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such type 
of work as done by the Petitioner. Since therc is no 
work and there is no post, there is no scope for the 
Pctitioner for his re- employmont in the Respondenu/ 
Telocon Department. The Potitioner was engaged on 
casual basis as and when required by the department, 
hence, he is not eligible for reinstatoinent as per the law 
and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor Schemc. 
Hence, it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal may be 
pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4. When tho matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
Icarned counsel on other side reprosented that this casc 
along with the similar industrial disputes raisod by the 
workmen like the Petitioner ponding enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
the evidence given in I D No. 196 / 2001 on either side can 
be treated as common evidence for all these cases. On the 
side of the Petitioner/Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner 
in ID No . 156 /2001, and Sri K .Mohan , Petitioner in 
I.D .No 262 /2001 have been examined as WW1and WW2 
respectively . As per thememo filed by the learned counsel 
for the Respondent/Monagenient. the ovidence given by 
onc DivisionalEngineer,MP P . Chandrasokar, who has boon 
cxamined as a common witnessMWI in ID No. 11/ 2001, 
has been treated as a common evidence for this case and 
other similar connected cases . On the side of the Petitioner, 
the serox copy of the scnice certificates have been marked 
as common Workmen cxhibits On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate of 
WW1 ſiled before the conciliating authority earlier and the 
Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex. W ] to W3 
have bocn marked as Ex.MI,M2 to M75 . The learned counsel 
for the Il Party Management has advanced his arguments. 


When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per the 
request of the leamed counsel on either side, a joint trial of 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been con 
ducted Two out of these Petitioners have been examined 
as WW1 and WW2. W1 scrics, W2 and W3 series , the 
service certificates of WWI and WW2 respectively have 
been marked . On the side of the Management the Xerox 
copy of the services certificate of WW 1 filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
originalmuster rolls which are mentioned in those Service 
certificates under Ex. Wlto W3 have been marked as Ex.Mi, 
M2 to M75 . Apart from these documents the other 
Petitioners also filod in Court individually in their respec 
tive cases as the service certificates issued to them men 
tioning their service particulars, which are remained un 
marked documents. The common claim rmade by all 
thesc Petitioners in their respective industrial dispute 
against the Respondent/ Telecom Department is that the 
termination of the Petitioners from service by the Respon 
dent Management is illegal and they must be reinstated in 
service by the RespondentManagement from the date of 
their respective termination from service asmentioned in 
their respective Claim Statements. They have raised these 
claims based on the scrvice records. They were filed into 
Court in their respective cases. WWI and WW2 havo 
spoken about their respective service certificates they have 
filled into Court in their respective cases. In the cross 
examination of both the Pctitioners WW1and WW2, they 
have admitied that they have given their service particu 
lars to the Respondent/Departmentas per the direction of 
the department for consideration to confer termporary 
status mazdoors only. It is their further contention in the 
evidence that at the inception when they met the Telecom 
people, who were doing the work of the department near 
their house, requested those permanent employees of the 
Respondent Telecom Department liko lineman to give them 
work and as per their direction they went to see the Assis 
tant Engineer, and requested him to provide work in thc 
Respondent/Department. WWI and WW2 who have 
deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners have 
stated in the cross examination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Claim Statements and 
they have not mentioned so in their earlier Claim 
Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
further say that they do not know the name of the 
Assistant Engineer, whom they met end asked for work . It 
is their further evidence , that they used to get the wages 
by signing the musicr rolls and the numbers ofmuster rolls 
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mentioned in their respective service certificates are true 
and correct and their respective names are available in those 
original muster rollsmentioned in their respective service 
certificates. They further say in the cross exaniination that 
they mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that 
they were given service certificates by the Assistant Engi 
neer for the days they worked in the Respondent Depart 
ment. They have also denied the suggestion in the cross 
cxamination , that the service certificates produced by these 
Petitioners in their respective cascs are all falsc certificates 
and they were created by them . They have also denied the 
suggestion that they have not worked in the Respondent 
Telecom Department for the period they have mentioned 
by days in their respective Claim Statements . On the side 
of the RespondentManagement, the cvidence given by 
Divisional Engineer, onc Mr. P.Chandrasekar asMW1 ear 
lier has been treated as common evidence for this case and 
similar connected other cases as per the memo filed by the 
Icarned counsel for theRespondentManagement. Accord 
ing to the Petitioner, he was engaged by the Respondent/ 
ManagementDepartment of Telecommunication as casual 
inazdoor in the year 1974 and worked continuously till 1975 . 
as he has stated in his Claim Statement. It is his further 
allegation in the Claim Statement that all of a sudden he 
was terminated and the action of the Respondent/ 
Management, Telecommunication Department in terminat 
ing him from service in not following the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is ab initio void and illegal. 
Since the said action of the Respondent/Management is 
illegal, he must be reinstated in service by the Respon 
dentManagement from the date of the alleged termination 
of service in thc year 1975, But it is the contention of the 
RespondentManagement and also the evidence ofMWI 
that service certificates filed by the Petitioners are all falsc 
and created by themselves and they have not mentioned 
anything with regard to availability of service certificates 
in their Claim Statements . The learned counşcl for the Re 
spondentManagement would ſurther contend that in the 
Claim Statement of thc Petitioners nothing has been mcn 
tioned as to who appointthem and where thcy have worked 
and who in the Respondent Department has terminatçd 
them from service. There is no appointment order as well 
as the termination order passed by the Respondent/ 
Management for these Petitioners to claim that he was 
appointed by the Respondent Telecom Department and 
he was terminated against the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 . According to the Management of 
Telecom Department, these people were engaged in the 
year 1995 and some persons were engaged at the end of 
1994 for assisting the regular staff of thc Respondent 
Telecom Department for laying the cables, and crccting 
poles and other connected casual works. It is the specific 
stand of the Respondent/Management that all these 
Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the Counter 
Statement filed by the RespondentManagement in their 
respective cases , the days for which the concerned 


Petitioner had worked in the Respondent Departmenthas 
been clearly given . It is their further contention that 
service certificates relied upon by these Petitioners as 
issued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Dcpart 
ment were not issued by the department and they were 
created by the Petitioners themselves and the particulars 
of the alleged service in the Telecom Department mentioned 
in the service certificates said to have been issued by the 
officials of the Respondent/Department froin 1984 to 1995 
are all bogus. By suſficient documentary evidence , 
evidence through Ex.M2 to M75 originalmuster rolls in the 
cross examination of WW1 and WW2 and through the 
common cvidence ofMWIit has been established that the 
particulars given in the service certificates by the Petition 
ers are bogus WW1 and WW2 have clearly admitted in 
their cross examination when their attention have been 
drawn to the entries in the originalmuster rolls mentioned 
in their service certificates that thcir names have not been 
available in the original muster rolls, maintained by the 
Telecom Department The xerox copy of those muster rolls 
have been exhibited on thc side of the Respondent/ 
Management as Management Exhibits M2 10 M75 . In the 
cross examination of the common witness for the Manage 
mcntMWI, no suggestion is put to him aboutthe work of 
Thc Pctilioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department.No 
suggestion was put in thc cross cxamination ofMW1 that 
the particulars ſurnished in the scrvice certificatcs 
produced by the Petitioners are not bogus but they are 
genuine. On the side of the Petitioners , no one has been 
examined as a witness to prove the scrvice ccruiſicates thcy 
are relying upon the officials in the Telecom Department, 
who said to have issued those certificates have not been 
examined by the Petitioners to prove thcir respective şer 
vicc certificates. From these common cvidence available, it 
is seen that these Petitioners have worked for few days by 
assisting the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department in carrying out the departmental work as 
Casual Labourers . From the available cvidence , it is seen 
that these Petitioncrs were engaged as Casual Labourers 
by the regular departmental workmen for the scasonalwork 
of the department they were attending and they were 
disengaged on complction of the particular work . From 
this it is scen that the contention of the Petitioner in the 
Claim Statement that the work will be available always and 
it is perennial type of work are all ſalse . Thé Petitioners 
who have been examined as common witnesses for work 
men as WW1 and WW2 have admitted that they were 
cngaged as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the 
department only to assist them for doing the departmental 
work as and when it was necessary . From the evidence 
available in this case , it is seen that Petitioners who have 
been working as casual mazdoors temporarily by assisting 
the regular and permanent staff of Respondent/ Telecom 
Departinent have discngaged , since the work they were 
attended were completed and there was no further work for 
them to do So from the materials available in this casc by 
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the available materials, it is seen that the Respondent/ 
Management in regular course did not employ 
Petitioners and they were not given independent work , 
so the question of retrenchment from service does not at 
all arise. So , under such circumstances, the question of 
Respondents not following the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior notice and 
compensation under Section 25F of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 will not at all arise As per the recent decisions 
of the Supreme Court, thc Petitioner has to prove con 
clusively with acceptable, lcgal evidence that hc has 
worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department as a Ca 
sual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days preced 
ing the date on which they have been disengaged from 
work . In the absence of such cvidence on the side of the 
Petitioner, it can be concluded that they have no right to 
claim even conferment of tcmporary status of casual 
mazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in service in 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department So , under such cir 
cumstances , from the available materials it is secn that 
the action of the Management of Telecom Department 
in not engaging thcsc Petitioners as casual mazdoors . 
subsequent to completion of work for which they have 
engaged is legal and justified . Ilence , this Pctitioner is 
not entitled to the relief hc prayed for in his claim State 
ment. Thus, the point is answered accordingly 


way of exhibits and evidence , it is clearly established by 
the Respondent/Management by production of original 
muster rolls which have been referred to in service 
certificates of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have never 
worked as Casual Labourers under those muster rolls for 
the said period and have not been paid wages by the 
department. From this, it is seen as contended by the 
learned counsel for the Respondent Management in his 
argument that the particulars given in the service 
certificates produced by the Petitioners are not true 
· particulars but they are bogus certificates If rcally, the 
particulars given in the service certificates relied upon by 
the Petitioners are true, thc Respondent Department would 
have granted tcmporary status mazdoors for Casual 
Labourers . From the evidence available in these cases , it 
is abundantly proved by the Respondent Department that 
thesc Petitioners have not worked continuously from 1984 
to 1995 Further, it is seen from the evidence available that 
the Pctitioners were engaged by the department as Casual 
Labourers only for short period as and when required and 
the was given wages on daily rated basis. It is the evidence 
of MW 1 that thc work the petitioners were doing as 
CasualLabourers was only seasonal work and it was not a 
continuous one and it is not available all through the year, 
It cannotbe denicd thatthe work these Petitioners attended 
as Casual Labourers in the Respondent/Management 
Department were only development work like opening new 
telephone exchanges and strengthening the existing 
cxchanges and they were donc as project works and on 
completion of that work , these Pctitioners have no work in 
the department 10 continue in service. It is the definite 
evidence ofMW1 that on checking the service particulars 
given by the Petitioners, the department has found that 
the particulars they furnished arc not true and they were 
found to be bogus. All these things cannot be denied It 
has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by the 
Respondent/Managementby relevant documents that the 
names of the Petitioners werenot available in the original 
muster rolls that has been mentioned in their servicc 
certificates. From this, it is established that the particulars 
given in their service certiſicates are falsc. No date of issuc 
of those service certificates is available in the serviço 
certificates The Petitioners who have been examined as 
common witnesses for thesc Petitioners as WW1 and 
WW2 also have not stated in thcir evidence, the dates on 
which they were issued those service certificates by the 
concerned officials in the department If they were really 
issued by the officials of the Respondent Telecom Depart 
ment as a record for their service in the department, the 
Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all these 
things in their respective Claim Statements The 
non - incntion of the samein their Claim Statements and the 
production of these certificates without any basis during 
trial of the cases before this Tribunal go to show that these 
Petitioners have created these for the purpose of these 
cascs as the RespondentManagementcontends it From 


6 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
Pctiuoncr is not entitled to the relicſ prayed for in the Claim 
Statement No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open cour 
on this day the 30th April, 2002.) 

K .KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WWI - Sh K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001 ) 
WW .2 - Sh K . Mohan (Pctiuoner in 1.D . 262 /2001) 


For the II Party Management: 
M . W . I - Sh. P. Chandrasckar |DE (Legal & Commercial)] 

Examined in ID .No. 11/ 2001 and has taken as 
Common cvidence in this casc 


Common Documents Marked - 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
Wi Scrics (7 ) - - Original service certificates issucd in 

favour of Petitioners 
W2 - Original Scriçe Note Book 


W3 Scrics (7 ) — Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour ofPetitioners 
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For the Il Party /Management : 

Xerox copy of the servicc certificate issued in 

favour of Pctitioners . 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.05851 
M4 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of MR . No. 19/04693 
M7 - Xerox copy ofMR No 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of MR No.3 /06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 9/06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 / 06114 
M11 - Xcroxcopy of M .R .No.6 /06115 
M12 - Xeroxcopyof M .R .No.5 /06 / 15 
M13 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy ofMR. No. 1/08511 
M 15 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 19 /07289 
M 16 - Xerox copy of M . R No.7/4427 
M17 . Xerox copy ofMR No. 4 /4431 
MI 8 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 13 / 15948 
MI9 - Xerox copy of MR No. 15 /06117 
M 20 - Xcrox copy of MR No 21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 23/08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 11/08514 
M25 - Xerox copy of MR No. 15 /20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of MR No 18 /20861 
M27 . Xerox copy of MR. No 12 /20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of MR No 11/20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M .R No 03 /20867 
M30 - Xerox copy or M . R . No. 02 /20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/ 20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M .R .No 12 /20869 
M33 - Xerox copy of M . R No 23/20869 
M 34 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 24 / 2 
M36 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 12/4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 /4 
M38 - Xerox copy of MR No. 4 /5 
M39 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 7 /5 
M 40 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 10 /5 
M41 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 11/5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1775 
M43 - Xerox copy of MR No. 22/ 5 
M44 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 1 / 59 
M45 - Xerox copy ofMR VO ()1978 
M46 • Xeroscopy of VR $700 ? 10 
1147 - SCION LIPN lok 07188 


M48 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4427 
M49 - Xerox copy of M .R . No, 15 /06117 
M50 - Xerox copy of MR No. 9 /06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 6 /06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 2 /08511 
M56 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 22 /08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 13 / 08512 
M 58 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 23 /08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10/08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 15 / 20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of M .R .No. 12 / 20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 11/20863 
M64 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 / 20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 11/ 20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 09 /20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of MR. No.03/ 20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 14 /20867 
M69 - Xerox copy of M . R , No:02/ 20868 
M70 . Xerox copy ofMR. No . 12 / 20869 
M71 - Xerox copy ofMR. No. 06 /21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of MR No. 13 /27 
M73 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 19 / 29 
M74 - Xerox copy of MR No. 4 /29 
M75 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 20 /29 

format, 21 , 2002 
cht. 371. 2010 . - Heftransformig stuf44 , 1947 ( 1947 
| 14 ) T TT 17 h 375 HU R T TAR HT 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण 

49T ( HGH FC 274 /2001 ) Thai , 
# sta per a 21 -5 - 2002 19 3 2 1 

[ . 16 - 40012/248/99 — 347 . 3R ( 51.4 .) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
S .O . 2010 .- - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
724 /2001) of the CentralGovernment Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennainow as shown in the Annexurc in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Deptt. and their workman , 
which was rcccived by the Central Government on 
21-5 - 2002 

[No . L - 40012/248/99 - IR (DU )|| 
KULDIPRAI VERMA,Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April , 2002 
PRESENT 

K KARTHIKEYAN . Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 274/2001 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I. D . No. 306 /99 ) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clausc ( d ) of sub -section ( 1) and Sub - section 2 ( A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the workman Sri M .Murthy and theManagement 
of the GeneralManager, Telecommunications, Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri M .Murthy 

: I Party /Workman 

AND 
Thc GeneralManager, : Il Party Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kanclicepuram Distt , Chennai, 
APPEARANCE 
For the Workman 

. M /s. M .Gnanasekaran , 

C . Premavathy, & 
G Manjula 

Advocates 
For the Management : Sri R . Kanniappan 

Addi C .G .S .C . 
The Govt ofIndia ,Ministry of Labour in exercise of 
powers conferred by clausc (d ) of Sub - section ( 1) and 
Sub- section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerncd Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vidc Order No. L -40012 /248 / 99 / 
IR (DU ) dated 26 - 10 - 1999 

This reference has been madc carlicr to the Tamil 
Nadu Slatc Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was taken 
on filc as ID No. 306 / 99 When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt of India , Ministry of 
Labour was plcased 10 order transfer of this case from that 
Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt of 
records from that Tribunal, the case hasbeen taken on filc 
as I D No 274/2001 and notices were sent to the counsel 
on cither side, informing them about the transfer of this 
case to this Tribunal. with a direction to appear before this 
Tribunal on 12-02- 2001. On receipt of notice from this 
Tribunal. the counsels on either side present along with 
their respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 

When the matter came up beforeme for final hearing 
on 01-07- 2002. upon perusing the Claim Statement, Counter 
Statcincnt additional Counter statement, the other material 
papers on record . the oral and documentary evidence let in 
on cither side as common ciidence for this case and the 


connected similar cases and after hearing the arguments 
advanced by the learned counsel for the Il Party / 
Management alone, this matter having stood over till this 
date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following : - 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

“ Whether the demand of the workman Sri M . Murthy 
for reinstatement with back wages is justified ? If so , 
to what relief he is entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sri M . Murthy, (hereinafter 
refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual labour in the 
II Party Management Telccom Department (hereinafter 
-refers to as Respondent) on 19 -04 - 1979 for digging, drawing 
wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as direcicd by 
his superiors . Hewas paid nominal wages of Rs. 3 .75 as 
daily rated wages . Though the Petitioner has been 
continuously working with the Respondent, and has put 
in 587 number of days of service , he had not been 
regularised . The Department of Telecommunication in order 
to absorb the casual mazdoors working in the department 
for a long period formulated a Scheme known as casual 
mazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) 
Scheme. The Respondent/ Telecom Department failed to 
conſer temporary status on the Petitioner under the said 
Scheme,which is illegaland arbitrary. The I Party Workman 
has been denied employment w .c. f 25- 06 - 1995 and , when 
his services were tcrminated he was getting Rs.60 /- as daily 
wages. When he approached the concerned authority for 
conferment of temporary status he was informed that he 
will be taken back to duty . Thc Petitioner was waiting for 
orders from thc Respondent Telcom Departinent regarding 
his rc -engagement. However, he has not received any 
orders nor hc was taken back to duty so far. His service 
was utilised for the regular work that is perennial in nature . 
Therefore, when the work and the necessity to engage the 
Petitioner continuous, there is no reason or justification 
for denying the employment to the Petitioner. No reason 
was given by the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
terminating the services of the Petitioner and the 
Respondent failed to follow the principles of natural justice . 
No enquiry was conducted and the Petitioner was not given 
any opportunity before his services were discontinued . 
The Petitioner has put in more than a decade continuous 
service and the termination of his service is in violation of 
the provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 . Further, the Peutioner was not given any notice 
or compensation in terms ofthe said provision of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. Hence , the action of thc Respondent/ 
Department in terminating the services of Petitioner without 
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notice or compensation is ab initio void and the Petitioner 
is deemed to be in continuous in service and therefore, is 
entitled to be reinstated with all other service benefits 
including arrears of back wages. The Respondent ought 
to have confcrrcd temporary status as per the temporary 
status scheme and further absorbed him against regular 
Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom Department s 
action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary. Hence, this 
industrialdispute has been raised against theRespondent/ 
Telecom Department for a declaration that the order of 
termination dated 25 -6 - 95 is illegal and arbitrary and 
consequently for a direction to the Respondent/ 
Management to reinstate the Pctitioner in service we.f. 
25 -06 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits . 

3. The II Party Management Telecom Department has 
filed a Counter Statement and aditional counter statement 
denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Ştatement about his appointment as Casual Labour on 
19 -4 - 79 and his contention about continuous working with 
the Respondent/Department for a period of 587 number of 
days of service and the alleged termination of the Petitioner 
from service on 25 -06 - 1995. It is further alleged that the 
Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis for the 
unskilled work i.e. to carry outdigging, drawing out wires, 
laying posts and for other casual works on daily rated 
wages during 1995 for a period of less than 240 days only. 
The department used to engage the Peligioner as and when 
there was work . In 1989, a Scheme called Grant of Temporary 
Status to Casual Labourers was introduced for the Casual 
Labourers who actually worked . The essential conditions 
of the scheme are : - 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31 -3 - 1985 ; 
2. He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i e. 01- 10 -89 , 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01 - 10 - 1989; and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period ofmore 

than one year 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status. The scrvicc particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found to 
be bogus. The petitioner had produced false servicc 
certificates with a view to get the benclits like regularisation 
etc. from the department So , the department did not 
consider the claim of the Petitioner . The alleged work donc 
by the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature . As 
on date, the department is not engaging Casual Labour like 
the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since there is no 


work and therç is no post, there is no scope for thc Petitioner 
for his rc-employment in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department. The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis 
as and when required by the department, hence , he is not 
cligible for re - instatement as per thc law and as well as 
Tcmporary Status Mazdoor Schcmc. Hence, it is prayed 
that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the 
claim pctition . 

4 When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
Icarncd counsel on cither side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tricd together jointly and 
the evidence given in I. D No 156 /2001 on cither side can 
be treated as common cvidence for all thosc cascs . On the 
side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner 
in ID . No 156 / 2001, and Sri K .Mohan , Petitioner in 
I D .No 262/2001 have been examined asWWI and WW2 
respectively. As per the momo ſiled by the Icarncd counsel 
for the Respondent/Management, the evidence given by 
one Divisional Engineer,Mr. P. Chandrasckar,who has been 
examined as a common witnessMWI in I D .No. 11/ 2001, 
has been treated as a common evidence for this casc and 
other similar connected cases. On the side of thc Pctitioner, 
the xerox copy of the service certificates have been marked 
as common Workmen exhibits . On the side of the 
Management thc Xerox copy of the scrviccs certificate of 
wwi filcd before the conciliating authority carlier and the 
Xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex Wlto W3 
have been marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75. The learned 
counsel for the II Party Management has advanced his 
arguments . 

5. The Point for my consideration is - 
" Whether the demand of the workman Sri M .Murthy 
for reinstatement with back wages is justified ? If so , 

to what relief, he is entitled ?" 
Point : - 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry, as per the 
request of the learned counsel on cither side, a joint trial of 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been 
conducted Two outof these Petitioners have been examined 
as WW1 and WW2 W1 series, W2 and W3 series, the 
service certificates of WW1and WW2 respectively have 
been marked . On the side of the Management the Xerox 
copy of the services ccrtificate of WW 1 filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
originalmuster rolls which are mentioned in those Service 
certificates under Ex Wlto W3 have been marked as Ex.MI, 
M2 to M75. Apart from these documents the other 
Petitioners also filed in Courtindividually in their respective 
cases as the service certificates issued to them mentioning 
their service particulars, which are remained unmarked 
documents. The common claim made by all these 
Petiționers in their respective 11dustrial dispute against 
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the Respondent/ Telecom Department is that the 
termination of the Petitioners from service by the 
RespondentManagement is illegal and they must be 
reinstated in service by the RespondentManagement from 
the date of their respective termination from service as 
mentioned in their respective Claim Statements. They have 
raised these claims based on the service records. They 
were filed into Court in their respective cases . WW1 and 
WW2 have spoken about their respective servicc 
certificates they have ſiled into Court in their respective 
cases. In the cross examination of both the Petitioners 
WWIand WW2, they have admitted that they have given 
their service particulars to the Respondent Department as 
per the direction of the department for consideration to 
confer termporary status mazdoors only. It is their further 
contention in the evidence that at the inception when thcy 
met the Telecom people, who were doing the work of the 
department near their house, requested those permanent 
employees of the Respondent/ Telecom Department like 
lineman to give them work and as per their direction they 
went to see the Assistant Engineer , and requested him 10 
provide work in the Respondent/Department. WW1 and 
WW2 who have deposed as common witnesses for these 
Petitioners have stated in the cross examination that they 
have notmentioned all these things in their Claim Statements 
and they have not mentioned so in their earlier Claim 
Statements filed before the Regional Commissioner of 
Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They 
ſurther say that they do not know the name of the 
Assistant Engineer , whom thcy mct cnd asked for work It 
is their further evidence, that they used to get the wagcs 
by signing themuilar rolls and the numbers ofmuster rolls 
mentioned in their respective service certificates are truc 
and correct and their respective names are available in those 
originalmuster rolls mentioned in their respective service 
certificates. They further say in the cross cxamination that 
they mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that 
they were given service certificates by thc Assistant 
Engineer for the days they worked in thc Respondent 
Department. They have also denied the suggestion in the 
cross cxamination , that the service certificates produced 
by these Petitioners in their respective cascs are all falso 
certificates and they were crcated by them . Thcy have also 
denied the suggestion that they have not worked in the 
Rcspondent Telecom Departmentfor the period they have 
mentioned by days in their respective Claim Statements. 
On the side of the RespondentManagement, the cvidence 
given by Divisional Engineer, onc Mr. P Chandrasekar as 
MWI carlier has been treated as common cvidence for this 
casc and similar conncclcd other cases as per the memo 
filed by the Icarned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management. According to thc Pctitioner, he was engaged 
by the Respondent/Management Department of 
Telecommunication as casualmazdoor in the year 1979 and 
worked continuously till 1995 as he has stated in his Claim 
Statement. It is his further allcgation in the Claim Stalcment 


that all of a sudden he was terminated and the action of the 
RespondentManagement, Telecommunication Department 
in terminating him from servicc in not following the 
provisions of the IndustrialDisputes Act, 1947 is ab initio 
void and illegal Since the said action of the Respondenu/ 
Management is illcgal, hç must be reinstated in scrvice by 
theRespondent Management from the date of the alleged 
termination of service in thc year 1995 . But it is the 
contention of the Respondent Management and also the 
evidence ofMWI that service certificates filed by the 
Petitioners arc all false and created by themselves and they 
have notmentioned anything with regard to availability of 
service certificates in their Claim Statements. The learned 
counsel for the RespondentManagement would further 
contend that in the Claim Statement of thc Petitioners 
nothing has been mentioned as to who appoint them and 
where they have worked and who in the Respondent 
Department has terminated them from service. There is no 
appointment order as well as the termination order passed 
by thc Respondent/Management for thesc Petitioners to 
claim that he was appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department and he was terminated against the provisions 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. According to the 
Management of Telecom Department, these people were 
cngaged in the year 1995 and some persons were engaged 
at the end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the 
Respondent Telecom Department for laying the cables, and 
crecling poles and other connected casual works It is the 
speciſic stand of the Respondent/Management that all 
thcsc Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the 
C ounter Statement filed by the Respondent Management 
in their respective cases, the days for which the concerned 
Petitioner had worked in the Respondent/Dcpartment has 
bccn clearly given . It is their further contention that 
service certificates relied upon by these Petitioners as 
issucd by the officials of the Respondent/ Tclocom 
Department were not issued by the department and they 
wcrc created by thc Petitioners, themselves and the 
particulars of the alleged service in the Telecoin Deparunent 
mentioned in the service certificates said lo have been 
issued by the officials of the Respondenv/Department from 
1984 10 1995 arc all bogus. By suſficient documentary 
cvidence, cvidence through Ex M2 10 M75 originalmuster 
rolls in the cross cxamination of WWI and WW2 and 
through the comnion cvidence of MW1 it has been 
cstablished that the particulars given in the service 
certificates by the Pctitioners are bogus WW1and WW2 
have clcarly admitted in their cross cxamination when their 
aticnlion have been drawn to thợ cntries in the original 
musler rollsmentioned in their service certificates Wat their 
namcs have not been available in the originalmuster rolls , 
maintained by the Telecom Department The Xerox copy of 
those muster rolls have been cxhibited on the side of the 
RespondentManagementasManagement Exhibits M2 10 
M75 In the cross cxamination of the common witness for 
the Management MWI, no suggestion is put to him about 
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the work of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom 
Department. No suggestion was put in the cross 
examination ofMW1 that the particulars furnished in the 
service certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
bogus but thcy are genuine. On the side of the Petitioners, 
no one has been examined as a witness to prove the service 
certificates they are relying upon . The officials in the 
Telecom Department, who said to have issued those 
certificates have not been examined by the Petitioners to 
prove their respective service certificates. From these 
common evidence available, it is seen that these Petitioners 
have worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of 
the Respondent Telecom Department in carrying out the 
departmental work as CasualLabourers . From the available 
evidence, it is seen that these Petitioners were engaged as 
CasualLabourers by the regular departmental workmen for 
the seasonal work of the department they were attending 
and they were disengaged on completion of the particular 
work . From this it is scen that the contention of the Petitioner 
in the Claim Statement thatthe work willbe available always 
and it is perennial type of work are all falşe. The Petitioners 
who have been cxamined as common witnesses for 
workmen as WWIand WW2 have admitted that they were 
cngaged as Casual Labourers by the regular staff of the 
department only to assist them for doing the departmental 
work as and when it was necessary. From the evidence 
available in this case, it is scen that Petitioners who have 
been working as casualmazdoors temporarily by assisting 
the regular and permanent staff of Respondent/ Telecom 
Department have discngaged , since the work they were 
attended were completed and there was no further work for 
them to do. So from thematerials available in this case by 
way of exhibits and evidence, it is clearly established by 
the RespondentManagement by production of original 
muster rolls which have been referred to in service 
certificates of the Pctitioners that the Petitioners have never 
worked as Casual Labourers under those muster rolls for 
the said period and have not been paid wages by the 
department. From this , it is seen as contended by the 
lcarned counsel for the Respondent/Management in his 
argument that the particulars given in the service 
certificates produced by thc Petitioners are not true 
particulars but they are bogus certificates. If rcally , the 
particulars given in the service certificates relied upon by 
the Petitioners are true, the Respondent Department would 
have granted temporary status mazdoors for Casual 
Labourers . From the evidence available in these cases, it 
is abundantly proved by the Respondent Department that 
these Petitioners have not worked continuously from 1984 
to 1995. Further, it is seen from the evidence available that 
the Petitioners were engaged by the department as Casual 
Labourers only for short period as and when required and 
the was given wages on daily rated basis. It is the evidence 
ofMW 1 that the work the Petitioners were doing as Casual 
Labourers was only seasonal work and it was not a 
continuous one and it is not available all through the year 


It cannot be denied that the work these Petitioners attended 
as Casual Labourers in the RespondentManagement 
Department were only development work like opening new 
telephone exchanges and strengthening the cxisting 
exchanges and they were donc as project works and on 
completion of thatwork , thcsc Petitioners have no work in 
the department to continue in service. It is the definite 
evidence ofMWI that on checking the service particulars 
given by the Petitioners, the department has found that 
the particulars they furnished are not truc and they were 
found to be bogus . All these things cannot be deniod . It 
has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by the 
Respondent/Managementby relevant documents that the 
names of the Petitioners were not available in the original 
muster rolls that has been mentioned in their service 
certificates. From this, it is established that the particulars 
given in their service certificates are falsc . No date of issue 
of those service certificates is available in the service 
certificates. The Petitioners who have been examined as 
common witnesses for these Petitioners as WW1 and 
WW2 also have not stated in their evidence , the dates on 
which they were issued those service certificates by the 
concerned officials in the department. If they were really 
issued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department as a record for their service in the department, 
the Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all 
these things in their respective Claim Statements . The non 
mention of the same in their Claim Statements and the 
production of these certificates without any basis during 
trial of the cases, before this Tribunal, go to show that 
these Petitioners have created them for the purpose of 
these cases as the RespondentManagement contendent 
it . From the available materials, it is seen that the 
Respondent Management in regular course did not cmploy 
Petitioners and they were not given independent work , so 
the question of retrenchment from scrvice docs not at all 
arise . So , under such circumstances , the question of 
Respondents not following the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act , 1947 and the issuance of prior notice and 
compensation under Section 25F of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 will not at all arise. As per the rccent decisions of 
the Supreme Court , the Pctitioner has to prove conclusively 
with acceptable, legal evidence that he has worked in the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department as a Casual Labour for a 
continuousperiod of 240 days preceding the date on which 
they have been disengaged from work . In the absence of 
such evidence on the side of the Pctitioner, it can be 
concluded that thcy have no rigirt to claim even conferment 
of temporary status of casual mazdoors and also to claim 
reinstatement in service in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department. So , under such circumstances, from the 
available materials it is seen that the action of the 
Management of Telecom Department in not engaging 
these Petitioners as cas. ai niezdoors , subscqucne 10 
completion of work for which thcy have engaged is inhal 
and justified . Hence, this Pctitioner is not entitled to the 
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reliefhe prayed for in his Claim Statement. Thus, the point 
is answered accordingly . 

6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002 .) 

K .KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesscs Examiner : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W . W .1 - Sh . K Umapathy ( Pctitioner in I.D . 156 /2001 ) 
WW2 - Sh . K .Mohan (Petitioner in I.D . 262/2001) 
For the II Party /Managemerit : 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P. Chandrasekar (DE (Le al & Commercial) ] 

Examined in 1. D .No . 11/ 2001 and has taken as 

Common cvidence in this case 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WiSeries (7) . Original servicu certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners . 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W 3 Scries (7) - Xerox copy of the service certificates issued 

in favour of Pctitioners. 
For the II Party /Management :m 
MI. Xerox copy of the scrvice certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.05851 
M4 - Xerox copy of M . R . No .07188 
M5 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 3/06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 9 /06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of MR . No. 18 /06114 
MIl - Xerox copy of M . R .No . 6 /06115 
M12 . Xerox copy of M .R .No . 5 / 06115 
M13 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 1 /08511 
M15 . Xerox copy of M . R No. 19 /07289 

M 16 - Xerox copy of M . R No.7/4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of M .R . No .4 /4431 
M18 - Xerox copy of MR No. 13 / 15948 
M19 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 /06117 
M20 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 23/ 08512 
M23 - Xerox copy ofMR No . 10 / 08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 11/08514 


M25 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 /20861 
M26 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18/ 20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20862 
M28 - Xerox copy ofMR. No. 11/20863 
M29 . Xerox copy of M .R No. 03 /20867 
M30 - Xerox copy of MR No . 02 /20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 13 / 20863 
M32 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 12 /20869 
M33 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23/20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 24 / 2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M . R , No. 12 /4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 /4 
M38 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /5 
M39 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /5 
M40 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /5 
M41 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/5 
M 42 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 1715 
M43 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22/5 
M44 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 4 /59 
M45 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 8/06216 
M47 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 /4427 
M49 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 15 /06117 
M 50 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 9 /06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of MR.No. 18 /06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6 /06113 
M53 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 2 /08511 
M 56 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 22 /08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 / 08512 
M 58 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 15 /20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 18 /20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of M .R No, 12 /20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M .R No . 11/20863 
M64 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 11/ 20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 09/ 20866 
M67 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 03 /20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 14 /20867 
M69 - Xerox copy ofMR.No. 02 /20868 
M70 . Xerox copy of M .R . No . 12 /20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 06 /21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 13 /27 
M73 . Xerox copy of M . R No. 19 /29 
M74 - Xerox copy of M . R , No . 4 / 29 
M75 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 20 /29 
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a farcit, 217 , 2002 
QT. 31 . 2011. - Hifi faq hYf47 , 1947 ( 1947 
T 14 ) ART 17 3751420TH , FOR HER forum 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण 

Y ( HGH TUA 293 /2001) China at, vt 
79 B R 07 21- 5 - 2002 * 161 3T9971 

[ H . 199 -40012 /269 /99 - 3774.37 .( 31 . .) ] 

कुलदीप राय षर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
S . O . 2011. In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
293 /2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
themanagement of Telecom Deptt. and and their workman , 
which was received by the Central Government 
on 21- 5 - 2002, 

[No. L - 40012 /269 /99- IR (DU ) ) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA,Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday , the 30th April, 2002 
PRESENT : 

K . Karthikeyan , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 293/2001 
(Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal No . 316 /99 ) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication 
under clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and sub -section 2 ( A ) 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
( 14 of 1947), between Sri P. Siwan and the Management 
of Telecommunications ) 

BETWEEN 
Sri P. Şivan 

· I Party Workman 

AND 
The General Manager, : Il Party Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist , Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman : M / s.M .Gnanasekaran , 

C .Premavathy, Advocates 
For the Management : Sri R . Kanniappan , Addl. C . 

G . S .C . 
The Govt. of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section (1 ) and 
Sub -scction 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 


Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), have referred the concerned 
Industrial Disputc for adjudication vide Order No. 
L 40012 /269/99 / IR (DU ) dated 19 - 11- 1999 . 

This reference has been made carlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Statc Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was 
taken on file as I. D , No. 316 /99 . When the matter was 
pending enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India, 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
case from that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . 
On receipt of records from that Tribunal, the case has 
been taken on file as I. D . No. 293 /2001 and notices 
were sent to the counsel on record on either side , 
informing them about the transfer of this case to this 
Tribunal, with a direction to appear before this Tribunal 
on 13 -02 - 200land to prosecute this case further. On 
receipt of notice from this Tribunal, the counsel for the 
II Party /Management alone present. Thouth the counsel 
for the Ist Party /Workman entered appearance on 31 , 
3 . 2000 itselfby filing his vakalat before the Tamil Nadu 
State Industrial Tribunal, the Claim Statement of thc Ist 
Party /Workman was not filed before that Tribunal. After 
the transfer of this case to the file of this Court, the 
Counsel for the Ist Party had received notice from this 
Court had not chosen to appear before this court for 
this casc and to file the Claim Statementof the Ist party / 
Workman and there was no representation at all for the 
I Party /Workman for this industrial dispute before this 
Tribunal except filing the Xerox copies of the documents 
in support of the claim of the I Party /Petitioner in this 
industrial dispute. The II Party /Management had filed 
the Counter Statement along with the copy of the claim 
petition filed by this Petitioner before the Regional 
Commissioner of Labour, Chennai while raising this 
industrial dispute. 

When the matter came up before this Tribunal on 
01. 04 . 2002 for final hearing counsel for the II Party / 
Management alonc , was present. Neither the I Party 
nor his counsel present and there was no represntation 
at all on the side of the I Party /workman . No claim 
Statementhasbeen filed for the I Party /workman . The 
learned counsel for the II Party /Management alone has 
advanced his arguments. 

Upon perusing the order of Reference in respect 
of this industrial dispute between the parties, the other 
material papers on record , copy of the statement of claim 
filed by the I Party /workman before the Regional 
Commissioner of Labour, Central, Chennai Counter 
Statement filed by the II Party Management, Telecom 
Department, Kancheepuram District, and the common 
evidence both oral and documentary on either side in 
the batch of similar cases and after hearing the 
arguments advanced by the learned counsel for the II 
Party /Management and upon considering all these 
revelent aspects, this Tribunal has passed , on merits, 
the following : 
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AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

"Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, Kanchecpuram in terminating 
the services of Shri P . Şivan, casual mazdoor is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief, is he cntitled ?" 

2 . The averments made by the 1 Party /Workman in 
the statement of claim filed before the Regional Labour 
Commissioner, Chennai while raising this industrial dis 
pute are briefly as follows: 

The I Party /Workman Sri. P. Sivan (herein 
after refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual labour 
in the II Party /Management Telecom Department (herein 
after refers to as Respondent) on 27 . 10 . 1984 for digging, 
drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as 
directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal wages of 
Rs.60 as daily rated wages. Though the Petitioner has been 
continuously working with the Respondent, and has put 
in 897 number of days of service , he had not been 
regularised . The Departinent of Telecommunication in 
order to absorb the casual mazdoors working in the 
department for a long period formulated a Schemeknown 
as casual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and 
Rcgularisation ) Scheme. The Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment failed to confer temporary status on the Petitioner 
under the said Scheme,which is illegal and arbitrary. Thc I 
Party /Workman has been deniod employment w .e.f. 15 06 95 
and , when his services were terminated he was getting 
R $.60 as daily wages. When he approached the concerned 
authority for conferment of temporary status, he was in 
formed that he will be taken back to duty. The Petitioner 
was waiting for orders from the Respondent/ Telecom De 
partment regarding his re -engagement. However, he has 
not received any orders nor he was taken back to duty so 
far. His service was utilised for the regular work that is 
perennial in nature. Thereforc, when the work and the ne 
cessity to engage the Petitioner continuous, there is no 
reason or justification for denying the employment to the 
Petitioner . No reason was given by the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for terminating the services of the 
Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the prin 
ciples of natural justice. No enquiry was conducted and 
the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before his 
serviceswere discontinued . ThePetitioner has put in more 
than a decade continuous service and the termination of 
his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 25F 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Further, the Petitioner 
was not given any notice or compensation in termsof the 
said provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Hence, the 
action of the Respondent/Department in terminating the 
services of the Petitioner without notice or compensation 
iş ab initio void and th¢ Petitioner is deemed to be in con 


tinuous in service and therefore, is entitled to be reinstated 
with all other service bencfits including arrears of back 
wages. The Respondent ought to have conferred tempo 
rary status as per the temporary status scheme and further 
absorbed him against regular Group D post. The Respon 
dent/ Telecom Department s action in not doing so is illegal 
and arbitrary.Hence, this industrial dispute has been raised 
against the Respondent/ Telecom Department for a decla 
ration that the order of tcrmination dated 15.06 .95 is illegal 
and arbitrary and conscqucntly for a direction to thc Re 
spondentManagement to reinstatc thc Petitioner in ser 
vicc w .cf, 15 -06 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages 
and all other attendantbenefits . 

3 The averments in the Counter Statement filed by 
the II Party Management Telecom Department, Chengalpet 
SSA are briefly as follows: 

This Counter Statement of the II Party /Manage 
ment has been filed as a reply to the dispute that has been 
raised by the Petiționer/Workman before the conciliating 
authority ,though he has not chosen to filc any Claim State 
ment before this Tribunal It is denied that the Petitioner 
was appointed as CasualLabour on 27 - 10 - 84 and he was 
continuously working with the Respondent and had put in 
897 number of days and he was terminated on 15.06 . 1995 . 
The Petitionerhad worked only 138 days during 1995 as 
Casual Labour. The service certificates pertaining to the 
previous period are all bogus and manufactured by the 
Pctitioner. Since there was no sufficicnt work , he was not 
further engaged . Thc Petitioner was not appointed and 
terminated at any point of time. Hence, the qucstioin of 
appointment, termination and continuance of service does 
not arise . The Petitioner was engaged purely on casual 
başis for unskilled casualwork on daily rated wages. The 
work done by the Petioner is purely casual nature and also 
not perennial Thc pctitioner was never informed by the 
Respondent that he will be taken back to services. Since 
the petitioner had not completed 240 days, the question of 
continuance of service and notice under Section 25F of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 docs not arise. In 1989 a 
scheme called grant of Temporary Status to casual Labour 
was introduced for thc Casual Labourers who actually 
workçd. The essential conditions of the scheme are 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31- 3- 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Schemci.c .01- 10 -89 ; 
3 He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989; and 
4 . There should not be a brcak for a period of more 

than one year. 

The Casual labourers who actually worked were asked 
to furnish the service particulars to grant temporary status. 
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On verification it was found that the service particulars 
submitted by thePetitioner from 1984 to 1994 were bogus 
and manufactured one. Hence, the department did not 
consider the claim of the Petitioner. The Petitioner had 
submitted false services particulars with a vicw to getting 
cmployment and other benefits from the department. The 
allegcd work done by the Petitioner is not skilled and 
perennial in naturc . As on date , there is no such work and 
post with department. The Respondent Department does 
not engaged any casualmazdoor and as on date there is no 
casualmazdoor in the departinent. Since there is no work 
and there is no post, there is no scope for the Petitioner. 
The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis as and when 
rcquired by the department, hence , he is not cligible for 
reinstatement as per the lawand as well as Temporary Status 
Mazdoor Scheme Hence , the claim of the Petitioner has to 
bc dismissed 

4 The Point for my consideration is . 
“ Whether the action of the General Manager , 
Telecmmunications,Kanchecpuram in terninating the 
services or Shri P. Sıvan , casualmazdoor is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief, is he entitled ?" 
Point: 

Though the Petitioner/Workman Sri P. Sivan has 
raised this industrial dispute against the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, Kancheepuram Dist . demanding 
reinstatement as casual mazdoor, he has not chosen to file 
his Claim Statement either before the Tamil Nadu Statc 
Industrial Tribunal carlier or before this Tribunal after the 
matter has been transferred to the file of this Tribunal and 
notice to that effect was served on his counsel on rccord . 
Though his counselhas ſiled vakalat on his behalf in this 
case even before thc Tanul Nadu Statc Industrial Tribunal 
on 31 - 3 -2000 itself, when it was pending there, and notice 
of transfer of this casc of the file of this Tribunal has been 
served on him , he has not chosen to appear before this 
Tribunal and to filc thc Claim Statement of thc I Party/ 
Petitioner and to prosecute this case further. But the 
II Party Management alone had chosen to filc thc Counter 
Statement, in the absence of the claim statement filed by 
thc I Party /Workman , as a reply to the claim made by the 
Petitioner /Workman in his statement of claim he ſile before 
the Regional Labour Commissioner, Chennai, by raising 
this industrial dispute as a petition under Section 2A of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, xerox copies ofmustcr rools 
have been ſiled as documents in support of the stand taken 
by the Respondent/Management in disputing the claim 
made by the Pctitioner /Workman in this industrial dispute . 
It is clcarly averred in the Counter Statement of the 
Respondent/Management that the Pctitioner/Workman was 
engaged only for 138 days during 1995 as Casual Labourer 
and the service certificates he produced earlicr as he was 
in scrvicc from 1984 to 1994 were found to be bogus and 
manaufactured one and it was categorically alleged in the 
Counter Statcinent that he has submitted falsc service 


certificates and the department had not engaged him as 
casual mazdoor as claimed by him . It is further contended 
in the Counter Statement that he had not fulfilled the 
requisite qualifications to grant him Temporary Status 
Mazdoor under the Schemeintroduced in the year 1989 for 
the Casual Labourers who actually worked in the 
Respondent Department. All these specific avertments in 
the Counter Statement have not been disputed or denied 
by the Petitioner /Workman , who raised this industrial 
disputc . It is specifically averred in the Counter Statement 
of the Respondent Management that the Petitioner was 
not appointed and terminated at any point of time and 
hence the question of appointment , termination and 
continuation in service does not at all arise . All these 
averments have not bcen disproved by the Petitioner/ 
Workman by making plca as well as proving the samewith 
legal evidence Under such circumstances ,as it ismentioned 
in this industrial dispute Schedule of Reference for the 
demand he made for reinstatement by the GeneralManager, 
Telecommunications, Chengalpattu , as casual mazdoor 
cannot be considered to be legal and justified . Hence , he 
is not entitled to the relief he prayed for in this dispute 
against thc II Party / Telecommunication Department, 
Kancheepuram District, Chennai. Thus , the point is 
answered accordingly. 

5 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that 
the I Party /Workman is not entitled to any relief , No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002.) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WWI - Sh K . Umapathy ( Petitioner in I. D . 156 /2001) 
WW2 - Sh . K , Mohan ( Petitioner in I.D . 262 /2001) 
For thc II Party/Management: 
M . W 1 - Sh P. Chandrasekar [DE (Legal & Commercial )] 

Examined in ID No. 11/ 2001 and has taken as 

Common cvidence in this case . 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WIScrics( 7 ) - Original scrvice certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners. 
W2 - Original Service Notc Book . 
W3- Series( 7) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners, 
For the II Party /Management: 
MI - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioner 
M2 Xerox copy of M . R . No 05850 
M3 - Xcrox copy of MR No 05851 
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M4 
M5 
M6 
M7 
M8 
M9 
MIO 
MIL 
M12 
M13 
M 14 
M15 
M16 
M17 
M18 
M19 
M20 
M21 
M22 
M23 
M24 
M25 
M26 
M27 
M28 
M29 
M30 
M31 
M32 
M33 
M34 
M35 
M36 
M37 
M38 
M39 
M40 
M41 
M42 
M43 
M44 


- Xerox copy of M .R . No.07188 
- Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 07193 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /04693 
- Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /04693 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No 3 /06114 
- Xerox copy of M .R No. 9 /06114 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 18 /06114 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 6 /06115 
. Xerox copyof M .R .No. 5/ 06115 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No 18 /06115 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /07289 
- Xerox copy of MR . No. 7 /4427 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /4431 
• Xerox copy of M .R .No. 13/15948 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15 /06117 
- Xerox copy of M . R No. 21/06119 
- Xerox copy of M . R No. 13/08512 
. Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 /08512 
- Xerox copy of M .R , No. 10 /08513 
· Xerox copy of M .R No. 11/08514 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No 15 /20861 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 18 /20861 

Xerox copy of M .R No. 12 /20862 
- Xerox copy of MR No 11/20863 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 03/20867 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 02/ 20868 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 13 /20863 
- Xcrox copy of M . R . No. 12 / 20869 

Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23/20869 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /04631 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 24 /2 
- Xerox copy of M .R No 12/4 
- Xerox copy of M .R No . 14 /4 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4/5 
- Xcrox copy of M .R . No 775 

Xerox copy ofMR No. 10 /5 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No 11/5 
- Xerox copy of MR . No. 17/ 5 
- Xerox copy of MR No. 22 / 5 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No 4 / 59 
- Xerox copy of MR No. ( 1978 
- Xerox copy of M .R No 8 /06216 
- Xerox copy of M .R No. 07188 
- Xerox copy of MR No 7 /4427 
- Xerox copy of M .R No. 15 /06117 
- Xerox copy of MR No 9/06114 


M51 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 18 / 06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6 /06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of MR No. 18 /06115 
M54 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 2/08511 
M56 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 22 /08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13 /08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /08512 
M59 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 15 /20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /20861 
M62 Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 / 20862 
M63 • Xerox copy of M .R No. 11/20863 
M64 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 19 / 20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 11/ 20864 
M66 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 09 /20866 
M67 : - Xerox copy ofMR. No .03/ 20867 
M68 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 14 / 20867 
M69 . Xerox copy ofMR. No. 02/20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 06 /21253 
M72 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/27 
M73 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19/29 
M74 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /29 
M75 - Xerox copy of MR.No. 20 /29 


famn , 217, 2002 
T. 311 . 2012 — 31Elfira fog fuftera , 1947 ( 1947 
0714 ) 7 ART 17 TATU # , # 19 FOR HER forer1 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण / 
TARA | |59 # URE ( 764GHT 296 / 2001 ) on anfert 
til , att ha 21 - 5 - 2002 ET3T ATT 

[ H. 19 - 40012/ 270/99- 3775. 3772.( 17. .) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैम्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21stMay , 2002 
S . O . 2012 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No 
296 /2001) of the CentralGovernment Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
thc Industrial Dispute between thc cmployers in relation to 
the management of Telecom Deptt and and their workman . 
which was received by the Ceniral Government 
on 21 -5 -2002 

[No . L - 0012/270 / 99 – 1R (DU ) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

I Party /Workman for this industrial dispute beforc this 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 

Tribunal except ſiling the Xerox copies of the documents 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI in suppor of the claim of the I Party /Petitioner in this 

industrial dispute . The II Party Managementhad filed the 
Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 

Counter Statementalong with the copy of the claim petition 
PRESENT: 

filed by this Petitioner before the Regional Commissioner 
K . Karthikeyan , Presiding Officer 

of Labour , Chennaiwhilc raising this industrial dispute . 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 296 /2001 

When the matter came up before this Tribunal on 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D . No . 19/99) 

01.04 . 2002 for final hearing , the counsel for the II Party / 

Management alone ,was present Nither the ) Party nor his 
(In the matter of the dispute ſor adjudication 

counsel present and there was no repreşntation at all on 
under clause (d ) of sub -section (1) and sub -section 2 ( A ) 

the side of the I Party /workman . No claim Statement has 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 

been filed for the I Party /workman . The learned counsel for 
( 14 of 1947), between Sri K . Periyapaiyan and the 

the II Party /Management alone has advanced his 
Management of GeneralManager Telecommunications ) 

arguments . 
BETWEEN 

Upon perusing the order of Reference in respect of 
Sri K Periyapaiyan . 1 Panty Workman 

this industrial dispute between the parties, the other material 
AND 

-papers on record , copy of the statement of claiin filed by 
The GeneralManager, . II Party Management 

the I Pary/Workman before the Regional Commissioner of 

Labour, Central, Chennai Counter Statement filed by the II 
Telecommunications, 

Party Management, Telecom Department, Kancheepuram 
Kanchccpuram , Dist Chennai, 

District, and the common evidence both oral and 
APPEARANCE : 

documentary on cither side in the batch of similar cascs 
For thc Workman : M /s. M . Gnanasekaran , 

and alter hearing the arguments advanced by the learned 
C . Premavathy, Advocates 

counsel for the II Party Management and upou considering 
For thc Management Sri R . Kanniappan , Addl . 

all these relevant aspects , this Tribunal has passed , on , 
CGS.C . 

merits , the following : 
Thc Govt. of India ,Ministry of Labour in exercise 

AWARD 
of powers conferred by clausc ( d ) of sub - section ( 1 ) and 

Thc Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
sub - section 2 ( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by this 
Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Tribunal is as follows .-- - 
Industrial Dispute for adjudication vide Order No . 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
1 0012 /270 /99/1R (DU ) dated 19 -11 -1999 . 

Telecommunications, Kanchecpuram in tcrminating 
This reference has been made carlier to the Tamil 

the scrvices of Shri K , Periyapaiyan , casualmazdoor 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal , Chennai, where itwas taken 

is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief, is hic 
on file as ID No . 319 / 99 When the matter was pending 

cntitled ?" 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India , Ministry of 

2 . The averments made by the 1 Party /Workman in 
Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case from that 

the statement of claim filed befor , thc Regional Labour 
Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication On receipt of 

Commissioner , Chennai while raising this industrial dispute 
records from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on file 

are bricſly as follows — 
as ID No. 296 / 2001 and notices were sent to the counsel 
on record on either side , informing them about the transfer 

The I Party /Workman Sri. K . Periyapaiyan (herein 
of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear 

after refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour 
before this Tribunal on 13 -02 -2001 and 10 prosecute this 

in the II Party /Management Telecom Department 
case further On receipt of notice from this Tribunal, the 

(hereinafter refers to as Respondent) on 01. 10 1983 for 
counsels for the Ilnd Party /Management alone present. 

digging, drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied 
Though the counsel for the Ist Party /Workman enters 

jobs as directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal 
appearance on 31 3 2000 itself by filing his vakalat before 

wages of Rs. 60 as daily rated wages. Though the Petitioner 
the Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, the Claim 

has been continuously working with the Respondent, and 
Statement of the Ist Party /Workman was not filed before 

has put in 1307 number of days of service, he had notbeen 
that Tribunal, After the transfer of this case to the filc of 

regularised . The Department of Telecommunication in 
this Court , the Counsel for the Ist Party had reccived notice 

order to absorb the casual mazdoors working in the 
from this Court had not chosen to appcar before this court 

department for a long period formulated a Schemeknown 
for this case and to ſile the Clain Statementof the Ist party / 

as casual mazdoors (Grant of l emporary Status and 
Workman and there was no representation at all for the 

Regularisation ) Scheme. The Respondent / Telewi 
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pertaining to the previous period are all bogus and 
manufactured by the Petitioner. Since there was no sufficient 
work, he was not further engaged . The Petitioner was not 
appointed and terminated at any point of time. Hence, the 
questioin of appointment, termination and continuance of 
service does not arisc . Thc Petitioner was engaged purely 
on casual basis for unskilled casual work on daily rated 
wages. The work done by thc Petioner is purely casual in 
nature and also not perennial. The petitioner was never 
informed by the Respondent that he will be taken back to 
services. Since the petitioner had not completed 240 days, 
the question of continuance of service and notice under 
Section 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 docs not arise. 
In 1989 a scheme called grant of Temporary Status to casual 
Labour was introduced for the Casual Labourers who 
actually worked. The essential conditions of the scheme 
are — 


Department failed 10 confer temporary stalus on the 
Petitioner under the said Scheme, which is illegal and 
arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has been denied 
employment w .e.f. 25.06 .95 and, when his services were 
terminated he was getting Rs. 60 as daily wages. When he 
approached the concerned authority for conferment of 
temporary status, he was informed that he will be taken 
back to duty , The Petitioner was waiting for orders from 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding his re 
engagement. However, he has not received any orders nor 
he was taken back to duty so far. His service was utilised 
for the regular work that is perennial in nature. Therefore , 
when the work and the necessity to engage the Petitioner 
continuous, there is no reason or justification for denying 
the employment to the Petitioner. No reason was given by 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department for terminating the 
services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed to 
follow the principles of natural justice . No enquiry was 
conducted and the Petitioner was not given any 
opportunity before his services were discontinued . The 
Petitiorter has put in more than a decade continuous service 
and the termination of his service is in violation of the 
provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputea Aet, 
1947. Further, the Petitioner was not given any notice or 
compensation in termsof the said provision of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. Hence , the action of the Respondent) 
Departmncnt in terminating the services of the Petitioner 
without notice or compensation is ab initio void and the 
Petitioner is deomed to be in continuous in service and 
thereforc , is entitled to be reinstated with all other service 
benefits incriding arrears of back wages. The Respondent 
ought to have wüferred temporary status as per the 
temporary status scheme and further absorbed him against 
regular Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom 
Department s action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary, 
Hence , this industrial dispute has becn raised against the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for a deciáration that the 
order of termination dated 23 .06 .95 is illegal and arbitrary 
and consequently for a direction to the Respondent/ 
Management to reinstate the petitioner in service W .e.f. 
25 - 06 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits. 

3 . The averments in the Counter Statement filed by 
the II Party /Management Telecom Department, Chengalpet 
SSA are briefly as follows : 

This Counter Statement of the II Party /Manageinent 
has been filed as a reply to the dispute thathas been raised 
by the Petitioner/Workman bofore the conciliating 
authority, though he has not chosen to file any Claim 
Statement before this Tribunal. It is denied that the 
Petitioner was appointed as Casual Labour on 01- 10 - 83 
and he was continuously working with the Respondent 
and had put in 1307 number of days and he was terminated 
on 25 .06 . 1995 . The Petitioner had worked only 163 days 
during 1995 as Casual Labour. The service certificates 


A. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31-3 - 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.e. 01 - 10 - 89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989; and 
4. There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year. 

The Casual labourers who actually worked were asked 
to furnish the service particulars to grant temporary status 
On verification it was found that the service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner from 1983 to 1994 were bogus 
and manufactured one . Hence, the department did not 
consider the claim of the Petitioner. The Petitioner had 
submitted false services particulars with a view to getting 
employment and other benifits from the department. The 
alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled and 
perennial in nature. As on date, there is no such work and 
post with department. TheRcspondent Department docs 
notcngaged any casualmazdoor and as on date there is no 
casualmazdoor in the department. Since there is no work 
and there is no post, there is no scope for the Petitioner. 
The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis as and when 
required by the department, hence , he is not eligible for 
reinstatement as per the law and as well as Temporary Status 
Mazdoor Scheme. Hence, the claim of the Pctitioner has to 
be dismissed . 

4. The point for my consideration is : 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, Kancheepuram in terminating the 
service of Shri K . Periyapaiyan , casual mazdoor is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief, he is entitled ?" 

Point : 

Though the Petitioner/Workman Sri K . Periyapaiyan , 
has raised this industrial dispute against the General 
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5. In the result , an Award is passed holding that 
the IParty /Workman is not entitled to any relief. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , conccted and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April , 2002 .) 

K .KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 


Manager, Telecommunications, Kancheepuram Dist. 
demanding reinstatement as casual mazdoor, he has not 
chosen to filc his Claim Statement either before the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal carlier or before this Tribunal 
after the matter has been transferred to the file of this 
Tribunal and notice to that cffcct was served on his counsel 
on récord . Though his counsel has filed vakalat on his 
bchalf in this case even before the Tamil Nadu State 
Industrial Tribunal on 31- 3 -2000 itself ,when it was pending 
there, and notice of transfer of this case to the file of this 
Tribunal has been served on him , he has not chosen to 
appcar before this Tribunal and to file the Claim Statement 
of the l Party /Petitioner and to prosecute this case further. 
But the II Party /Management alone had chosen to file the 
Counter Statement, in the absence of the claim statement 
filed by the I Party Workman , as a reply to the claim made 
by the Petitioner /workman in his statement of claim he filed 
before the Regional Labour Commissioner, Chennai, by 
raising this industrial dispute as a petition under section 
2A of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 Xerox copies of muster 
rolls have been filed as documents in support of the stand 
taken by the Respondent/Management in disputing the 
claim made by thc Petitioncr /Workman in this industrial 
dispute . It is clcarly averred in the Counter Statement of 
the RespondentManagement that the Petitioner /Workman 
was engaged only for 163 days during 1995 as Casual 
Labourer and the service certificates he produced earlier 
as he was in service from 1983 to 1994 were found to be 
bogus and manufactured one and it was categorically 
alleged in the Counter Statement that he has false service 
certificates and the department had not engaged him as 
casual mazdoor as claimed by him . It is further contended 
in the Counter Statement that he had not fulfilled the 
rcquisite qualifications to grant him Temporary Status 
Mazdoor under the Scheme introduced in the year 1989 for 
the Casual Labourers who actually worked in the 
Rcspondent Department. All these specific averments in 
the Counter Statement have not been disputed or denied 
by the Petitioner /Workman , who raised this industrial 
dispute . It is specifically averred in the Counter Statement 
of the RespondentManagement that the Petitioner was 
not appointed and terminated at any point of time and 
hence the question of appointment, termination and 
continuation in service does not at all arise . All these 
averments have not been disproved by thc Petitioner/ 
Workman by making plea as well as proving the same with 
legal evidence . Under such circumstances, as it is mentioned 
in this industrial dispute Schedule of Reference for the 
demand he made for reinstatement by the GeneralManager, 
Telecomminations, Chengalpattu , as casual mazdoor 
cannot be considered to be legal and justified . Hence, he 
is not entitled to the relief he prayed for in this dispute 
against the II Party / Telecommunication Department, 
Kancheepuram District , Chennai. Thus, the point is 
answered accordingly. 


Common Witnesses Examincd : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W . W . 1 - Sh . K . Umapathy (Pctitioner in I. D . 156 /2001) 
W . W . 2 - Sh . K . Mohan (Petitioner in I. D . 262/2001) 
For the II Party Management: 
MW . 1 - Sh . P. Chandrasckar (DE (Legal & Commercial) 

Examined in I. D .No. 11/2001 and has taken as 

Common cvidence in this case. 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the 1 Party Workmen : 
WIScrics ( 7) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners. 
W2- Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Scrics (7) - Xerox copy of the service certificatos 

issued in favour of Petitioners 
For the 11 Party/Management: 
M .1 - Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05830 
M3 - Xerox copy of M .R ,No. 03851 
M4 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07188 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 19/04693 

- Xerox copy ofMR No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 3 /06114 
M9 • Xerox copy of M .R . No. 9 /06114 
MIO - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /06114 
M11 

- Xeroxcopy of M .R .No. 6 /06115 
M12 • Xeroxcopyof M . R .No. 5 /06115 
M3 - Xerox copy of M . R No . 18 / 06115 
M14 Xerox copy of M .R , No. 1/08511 
M15 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /07289 
M16 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7/4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 4 /4431 
M 8 • Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13/ 15 948 

- Xerox copy of M .R No. 15/06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 13/08512 
M22 

Xerox copy of MR.Ma. 23/08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
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M72 
M73 
M74 
M75 


. Xerox copy ofMR. No . 13 /27 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /29 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No 4 /29 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 20 /29 


M24 
M2) 
M26 
M2 
M28 
M29 
1330 
M31 

132 
M33 
M34 
M3 
M36 
M37 
138 
M39 
M40 
M41 
M42 
M43 
M44 
M45 
M46 
M47 
M48 
M49 
M50) 
M51 
M52 
M53 
M54 
M55 
M56 
M57 
M58 
M59 
MGO 
M61 
M62 
M63 
M64 
M65 
M66 
M67 
M68 
M69 
M70 
M71 


- Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 11/08514 

Xerox copy of M .R No. 15 /20861 
- Xeroxwpy of M . R No. 18 / 20861 
- Xerox copy of M .R No 12 /20862 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No 11/20863 
- Xerox copy of M . R No.03/ 20867 
: Xerox copy of MR No 02 / 20868 
- Xerox copy of M .R . NO . 13 /20863 
- Xerox copy of MR No. 12 /20869 
- Xerox copy of M . R No 73/20869 
- Xerox copy of M .R No. 20 /04631 
- Vero " copy of M .R . No. 24 / 2 
- ícrrx copy of M .R . No 12/4 
- Xerox copy of MR No 1.1, 4 
- Xerox copy of MR No . 4 /5 
- Xerox copy ofMR No. 7/5 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 10 /5 
- Xerox copy of MR No . 11/ 5 
- Xerox copy of M . R . NO 1775 
- Xerox cupy of M .k No . 22 /5 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 1:59 

Xerox copy ofMR No. 04978 
- Xerox copy of M .R .No. 8 /06216 
- Xerox copy of MR No 07188 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No. 7 / 4427 

Xerox copy of M . R . No . 15/06117 
- Xeroxcopy of M . R No 9 /06114 

Xerox copy of M .R , No. 18 /06114 
- Xcrox copy of M .R . No. 6 /06115 
- Xerox copy of M .P . No 18/06115 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No . 1/08511 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 2 /08511 

Xerox copy ofMR. No. 22 /08511 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13 /08512 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23 /08512 
- Xerox copy ofMR. No. 10 /08513 
- Xerox copy of M . R . No 15 /20861 
- Xerox copy of MR No. 18 / 20861 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20862 
- Xerox copy of MR No. 11/20863 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 19 /20863 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No 11/20864 
- Xerox copy ofMR. No. 09 /20866 
- Xerox copy ofMR No 03/20867 
- Xerox copy of MR No 14/20867 
- Xerox copy of M .R No 02/20868 
- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 / 20869 
- Xerox copy of MR. No. 06 /21253 


facerent, 21 H7 , 2002 
T. 371 . 2013. - 31talf 19 f t fufiya , 1947 ( 1947 
14 ) TURI 17 377426 # , 

Her femte 
प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध में 
निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण चेन्नई 
* Tel: ( HC HII 297/ 2001 ) G H If I hát à , st - 4 
R 21 - 5 - 2002 1993 TL 

[ . 16 - 40012 /271 /99 - 3774 .377 .( 5 .9 .) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21stMay, 2002 
S . O . 2013 . — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 
297 / 2001) of the CentralGovernment Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
ihc Industrial Dispute between thc cmployers in relation to 
thc managementor Telecom Deptt . and and thcir workman , 
which was received by the Central Government 
on 21 -5 - 2002 

No. L - 40012/ 271/ 99- IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, thc 301h April , 2002 
PRESENT 

K . Karthikcyan . Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO.297/2001 
( TamilNadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D . No. 320 /99 ) 

In the matter of the dispute for adjudication 
under clausc (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub -section 2 ( A ) 
of Section 10 of thc Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
- ( 14 of 1947), between the workman Sri C Chandran and 
thc Management of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, Dist . S Chennai. 

BETWEEN 
Sri C Chandran 

I Pary /Workman 

AND 
Thc General Manager, II Party /Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Disi, Chennai. 
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APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman 


; M /s. M . Gnanasckar, 

C . Premavathi & 

G Manjula, Advocates 
: Sri R Kanniappan , 

Addl. C . G . S .C . 


For the Management 


The Government of India , Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section 
( 1) and sub -section (2A ) of Section 10 of IndustrialDisputes 
Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), have referred the concerned 
Industrial Dispute for adjudication vide Order No . 
L - 40012/271/99 /IR (DU ) dated 19 - 11- 1999 . 


This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai ,where it was taken 
on file as I.D . No. 320 /99. When the matter was pending 
cnquiry in that Tribunal, the Government of India,Ministry 
of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case from 
that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . On receipt 
of records from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on 
file as I.D . No 297/2001 and notices were sent to the 
counsel on either side, informing them about the transfer 
of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction to appear 
before this Tribunal on 13 -02 - 2001. On receipt of notice 
from this Tribunal, the counsels on either side present along 
with their respective parties and prosecuted the case further. 

When the matter came up before me for final hearing 
on 01 -04 - 2002, upon perusing the Claim Statcmcnt, Counter 
Statement, additional counter statement, the other material 
papers on record , thcoral and documentary evidence lct in 
on cither side as common evidence for this casc and the 
connected similar cascs and after hearing the arguments 
advanced by the learned counsel for the II Party / 
Management alonc, this matter having stood over till this 
date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following : 

AWARD 


jobs as directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal 
wages of Rs.60 . 50 as daily rated wages . Though the 
Petitioner has been continuously working with 
the Respondent, and has put in 1490 number of 
days of service , he had not been regularised . 
The Department of Telecommunication in 
order to absorb the casual mazdoors working in the 
department for a long period formulated a Schemeknown 
as casual mazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and 
Rcgularisation ) Scheme. The Respondent / Telecom 
Department failed to confer temporary status on the 
Petitioner under thc said Scheme, which is illegal and 
arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has been denied 
employment w .cf, 15- 06 - 1995 and ,when his serviccs were 
terminated he was getting Rs.60 as daily wages. When he 
approached the concerned authority for conferment of 
temporary status, he was informed that he will be taken 
back to duty. Thc Pctitioner was waiting for orders from 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department regarding his re 
cngagement. However, he has not received any orders nor 
he was taken back to duty so far. His service was utilised 
for the regular work that is perennial in nature . Therefore , 
when the work and the necessity to engage the Petitioner 
continuous, there is no reason or justification for denying 
the employment to the Petitioner. No reason was given by 
thc Respondent/ Telecom Department for terminating the 
services of the Petitioner and the Respondent failed to 
follow the principles of natural justice. No enquiry was 
conducted and the Petitioner was not given any 
opportunity before his services were discontinued . The 
Peutioner has put in more than a decade continuous service 
and the termination of his service is in violation of the 
provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. Further, thc Petitioner was not given any notice or 
compensation in terms of the said provision of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. Hence , the action of the Respondent 
Department in terminating the services of the Pctitioner 
without notice or compensation is ab initio void and the 
Petitioner is deemed to be in continuous in service and 
therefore, is entitled to be reinstated with all other service 
benefits including arrears ofback wages . Thc Rcspondent 
ought to have conferred temporary status as per the 
temporary status scheme and further absorbed him against 
regular Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom 
Department s action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary. 
Hence , this industrial dispute has been raised against the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for a declaration that the 
order of termination dated 15-06 - 1995 is illegal and arbitrary 
and consequently for a direction to the Respondent 
Management to reinstate the Petitioner in service w .e.f. 
15 -06 - 1995 and to pay all arrears ofback wages and all 
other attendant benefits . 


Thc Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Government for adjudication 
by this Tribunal is as follows: 

" Whether the action of thc General Manager, 
Telecommunications, Kancheepuram in terminating 
the scrvices of Shri C . Chandran , casual mazdoor is 
legal and justified ? If not, to what relief , is he 
entitled ?” 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party/Workman arc bricfly as follows: 

The I Party /Workman Sri. C . Chandran (herein 
after refers to as Pciitioner ) was engaged as casual labour 
in the II Party /Management Telecom Department 
(hereinafter refers to as Respondent) on 10 . 03. 1985 for 
digging, drawing wires, laying posts and for other allicd 


3 . The II Party Management Telecom Department has 

3 . The II Port 
filed a Counter Statement and Additional Counter Statement 
denying the allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 


5908 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JUNE 15, 2002 /JYAISTHA 25 , 1924 


[PART II - SEC , 3 (11)] 


Statement about his appointment as Casual Labour on 
10 -03- 1985 and his contention about continuous working 
with the Respondent/Department for a period of 1490 
number of days of service and the alleged termination of 
the Petitioner from service on 15 -06 - 1995. It is further alleged 
that the Petitioner was engaged purely on casualbasis for 
the unskilled work i.e. to carry out digging, drawing out 
wires, laying posts and for other casual works on daily 
rated wages during 1995 for a period of 82 days only. The 
department used to engage the Petitioner as and when 
there was work. In 1989 , a Scheme called Grant of Temporary 
Status to Casual Labourers was introduced for the Casual 
Labourers who actually worked. The csscntial conditions 
of the scheme are : 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31- 3 - 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Schemei.e. 01- 10 - 1989; 
3 He should have put in 240 days continuous 

scrvicc in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01 - 10 - 1989; and 
4. There should not be a break for a period of more 

than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars . Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found to 
bc bogus. The petitioner had produced false service 
ccrtificates with a view to get the benefits like regularisation 
etc. from the department. So, the department did not 
consider the claim of the Petitioner . The alleged work done 
by the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in nature . As 
on date , the department is not engaging Casual Labour like 
the Petitioner for any purpose and also not doing such 
type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since there is no 
work and there is no post , there is no scope for the Petitioner 
for his re -employment in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department. The Petitioner was engaged on casual basis 
as and when required by the department, hence, he is not 
eligible for reinstatement as per the law and as well as 
Temporary Status Mazdoor Scheme. Hence, it is prayed 
that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the 
claim petition 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this casc 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tried together jointly and 
the evidence given in I.D . No. 156 /2001 on either side can 
be treated as common cvidence for all these cases. On the 
side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy, Petitioner 
in LD .No. 156 /2001, and Sri K , Mohan , Petitioner in 


I. D .No. 262/2001 have been examined as WW1and WW2 
respectively . As per the memo filed by the learned counsel 
for the RespondentManagement, the evidence given by 
one Divisional Engincer,Mr. P. Chandrasekar, who has been 
cxamined as a common witness MW1 in I. D .No. 11/2001, 
has been treated as a common evidence for this case and 
other similar connected cases. On the side of the Petitioner, 
the xerox copy of the service certificates have been marked 
as common Workmen exhibits. On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificatc of 
WW1filed before the conciliating authority earlier and the 
Xerox copies of thc original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in those Scrvice certificates under Ex .WI to W3 
have been marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75 . The learned 
counsel for the II Party Management has advanced his 
arguments . 

5 . The Point for my consideration is — 
“ Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications,Kancheepuram in terminating 
the services of Shri C . Chandran , Casual Mazdoor is 
lagal and justified ? If not, to what relief, is he 

cntitled ?" 
Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry,as per the 
rcquest of the learned counsel on either side, a joint trial of 
these 60 cases which are similar in nature has been con 
ducted Two out of these Petitioners have been cxamined 
as WWl and WW2. W1 series, W2 and W3 series, tho 
service certificates of WW1 and WW2 respectively have 
been marked . On the side of thc Management the Xerox 
copy of the services certificate of WW I filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copics of the 
original muster rolls which are mentioned in those Service 
certificates under Ex.W1 to W3 have been marked as Ex . 
M1, M2 to M75 . Apart from these documents the other 
Petitioners also filed in Court individually in their respec 
tive cascs as the service certificates issued to them men , 
tioning their service particulars, which are remained un 
marked documents. The common claim mnade by all these 
Petitioners in their respective industrial dispute against 
thc Respondent/ Telecom Department is that the termina 
lion of the Petitioners from service by the Respondent/ 
Management is illegal and they must be reinstated in ser 
vice by the Respondent/Management from the date of their 
respective termination from service asmentioned in their 
respective Claim Statements . Thcy have raised these claims 
based on the service records. They were filed into Court in 
their respective cases. WW1and WW2 have spoken about 
their respective service certificates they have filed into 
Court in their respective cases. In the cross examination of 
both the Petitioners WW1and WW2, they have admitted 
that they have given their service particulars to the Re 
spondent/Department as per the direction of the depart 
ment for consideration to confer temporary statusmazdoors 
only. It is their further contention in the evidence that at 
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the inception when they met the Telecom people, who were 
doing the work of the department near their house , re 
quested those permanent employees of the Respondent 
Telecom Department like lineman to give them work and as 
per their direction they went to see the Assistant Engineer, 
and requested him to provide work in the Respondent 
Department. WW1and WW2 who have deposed as com 
mon witnesscs for these Petitioners have stated in the cross 
examination that they have not mentioned all these things 
in their Claim Statements and they have notmentioned so 
in their earlier Claim Statements filed before the Regional 
Commissioner of Labour, Chennai, in the conciliation 
procecdings. They further say that they do not know the 
name of the Assistant Engineer, whom they met and asked 
for work . It is their further evidence, that they used to get 
the wages by signing the muster rolls and the numbers of 
muster rolls mentioned in their respective service 
certificates are true and correct and their respective names 
are available in those original muster rolls mentioned in 
their respective service certificates. They further say in the 
cross examination that they mentioned in their 
respective Claim Statements that they were given service 
certificates by the Assistant Engineer for the days they 
worked in the Respondent Department. They have also 
denied the suggestion in the cross examination , that the 
service certificates produced by these Petitioners in their 
respective cases are all false certificates and they were 
created by them . They have also denied thc suggestion 
that they have not worked in the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department for the period they have mentioned by days in 
their respective Claim Statements. On thc side of the 
Rcspondent/Management , the evidence given by 
Divisional Engineer, onc Mr. P.Chandrasekar as MW1 
earlier has becn treated as common cvidence for this casc 
and similar connected other cases as per the memo filed by 
the Icarned counsel for the RespondentManagement. 
According to thc Petitioner, he was cngaged by the 
Respondent /Management Department of Telecom 
munication as casual mazdoor in the year 1985 and worked 
continuously till 1995. Ashe has stated in his Claim State 
ment. It is his further allegation in the Claim Statement that 
all of a sudden he was terminated and the action of the 
RespondentManagement, Telecommunication Department 
in terminating him froni servicc in not following the provi 
sions of thc Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 is ab initio void 
and illegal. Since the said action of the RespondentMan 
agement is illegal, he must be reinstated in service by the 
RespondentManagement from the date of the allcged ter 
mination of service in the ycar 1995 . But it is the conten 
tion of the RespondentManagementand also the evidence 
ofMW1 that service certificates filed by the Petitioners are 
all false and created by themselves and they have notmen 
tioned anything with regard to availability of service cer 
tificates in their Claim Statements. The learned counsel for 
the Respondent/Management would further contend that 
in the Claim Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been 


mentioned as to who appoint them and where they have 
worked and who in the Respondent Department has 
terminated them from service . There is no appointinent or 
der as well as the termination order passed by the 
RespondentManagement for these Petitioners to claim that 
he was appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department and he was terminated against the provisions 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . According to the 
Management of Telecom Department, these people were 
engaged in the year 1995 and some persons were engaged 
at the end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for laying the cables, and 
erecting poles and other connected casual works. It is the 
specific stand of the RespondentManagement that all 
these Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in the 
Counter Statement filed by the RespondentManagement 
in their respective cases, thc days for which the 
concerned Pctitioner had worked in the Respondent/ 
Department has been clearly given . It is their further 
contention service certificates relied upon by these 
Petitioners as issued by the officials of the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department were not issued by the department 
and they were created by the Petitioners themselves and 
the particulars of the alleged service in the Telecom 
Department mentioned in the service certificates said to 
have been issued by the officials of the Respondent/ 
Department from 1984 to 1995 are all bogus. By suffi 
cient documentary evidence , through Ex.M2 to M75 origi 
nalmuster rolls in the cross examination of WWland WW2 
and through the common cvidence ofMW1 it has been 
established that the particulars given in the service certifi 
cates by the Petitioners are bogus. WW1 and WW2 have 
clearly admitted in their cross cxamination when their 
attention have been drawn to the entries in the 
original muster rolls mentioned in their service 
certificates that their names have not been available in the 
original muster rolls, maintained by the Telecom 
Department. The xerox copy of those muster rolls have 
been exhibited on the side of the Respondent / 
Management asManagement Exhibits M2 10 M75. In the 
cross examination of the common witness for the 
ManagementMW1, no suggestion is put to him about the 
work of the Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Depart 
ment. No suggestion was put in the cross 
examination ofMW1that the particulars furnished in the 
service certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
bogus but they are genuine. On the side of the 
Petitioners, no one has been examincd as a witness to prove 
the service certificates they are relying upon . The officials 
in the Telecom Department, who said to have issued those 
certificates have not been examined by tho Petitioners to 
prove their respective service certificates. From these com 
mon evidence available, it is seen that these Petitioners 
have worked for few days by assisting the regular staff of 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying out the 
departmental work as Casual Labourers . From the avail 
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able evidence , it is seen that these Petitioners were 
engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular departmental 
workmen for the seasonal work of the department thcy 
were attending and they were disengaged on completion 
of the particular work . From this it is scen that the conten 
tion of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement that the work 
will be available always and it is perennial type of work are 
all false. The Petitioners who have been examined as com 
mon witnesses for workmen as WW1 and WW2 have 
admitted that they were engaged as Casual Labourers by 
the regular staff of the department only to assist them for 
doing the departmental work as and when it was 
neccssary. From the evidence available in this case, it is 
seen that Petitioners who have been working as casual 
mazdoors temporarily by assisting the regular and 
permanent staff of Respondent/ Telecom Department have 
disengaged , since the work they were attended were 
completed and there was no further work for them to do . So 
from the materials available in this case by way ofexhibits 
and evidence, it is clearly established by the 
Respondent /Management by production of original 
muster rolls which have been referred to in service 
certificates of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have never 
worked as Casual Labourers under those muster rolls for 
the said period and have not been paid wages by the 
department. From this , it is scen as contended by the 
learned counsel for the Respondent Management in his 
argument that the particulars given in the servicc 
certificates produced by thc Petitioners are not true 
particulars but they are bogus certificates. If really , the 
particulars given in the service certificates relied upon by 
the Petitioners are truc, the Respondent/Department would 
have granted icmporary status mazdoors for 
Casual Labourers From the evidence available in these 
cases, it is abundantly proved by the Respondent/Depart 
ment that these Petitioners have not worked continuously 
from 1984 to 1995 . Further, it is seen from the evidence 
available that the Pctitioners were engaged by the 
department as Casual Labourer only for short period as 
and when required and he was given wages on 
daily rated basis. It is the evidence of MW 1 that the 
work the Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was 
only seasonal work and it was not a continuous onc and it 
is not available all through the year. It cannot be denied 
that the work these Petitioners attended as Casual 
Labourers in the Respondent/Management 
Department were only developmentwork like opening new 
telephone exchanges and strengthening the existing 
exchanges and they were done as project work and on 
completion of that work , these Petitioners have no work in 
the department to continue in service. It is the definite 
evidence of MW1 that on checking the service 
particulars given by the Petitioners , the department has 
found that the particulars they furnished are not true and 


they were found to be bogus. All these things cannot be 
denied . It has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by 
the Respondent/Management by relevant documents 
that the names of the Pctitioners were not available in 
the original muster rolls that has been mentioned in 
their service certificates . From this, it is established that 
the particulars given in their service certificates are false . 
No date of issue of those service certificates is avail 
able in the service certificates. The Petitioners who 
have been examined as common witnesses for these 
Petitioners as WW1 and WW2 also have not stated in 
their evidence , the dates on which they were issued 
those service certificates by the concerned officials in 
the department. If they were really issued by the offi 
cials of the Respondent/Telecom Department as a record 
for thcir service in the department, the Petitioner would 
not have been failed to mention all these things in their 
respective Claim Statements. The non -mention of the 
same in their Claim Statements and the production of 
these certificates without any basis during trial of the 
cases before this Tribunal go to show that these Peti 
tioners here created these for the purpose of these cases 
as the Respondent/Management contends it. From 
the available materials, it is seen that the Respondent 
Management in regular course did not employ Peti 
tioners and they were not given independent work , so 
the question of retrenchment from service does not at 
all arise. So , under such circumstances, the question of 
Respondents not following the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior notice and 
compensation under Section 25F of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 will not at all arise . As per the recent deci 
sions of the Supreme Court, the Petitioner has to prove 
conclusively with acceptable, legal evidence that he 
has worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Departmentas 
a Casual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days 
preceding the date on which they have been disen 
gaged from work . In the absence of such evidence on 
the side of the Petitioner, it can be concluded that they 
have no right to claim even conferment of temporary 
status of casual mazdoors and also to claim reinstate 
ment in service in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. 
So , under such circumstances, from the available mate 
rials it is seen that the action of the Management of 
Telecom Department in not engaging these Petitioners 
as casual mazdoors, subsequent to completion of work 
for which they have engaged is legal and justified . 
Hence, this Petitioner is not entitled to the relief he 
prayed for in his Claim Statement. Thus, the point is 
answered accordingly. 


6 . In the result , an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is notentitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement.No Cost. 
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( Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002 ) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party Workmen : 
W . W .1 - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 /2001) 
WW. 2 - Sh K .Mohan (Petitioner in ID 262/2001) 
For the Ll Party/Management : 
MW 1 - Sh . P. Chandrasckar (DE {Legal & Commercial)] 

Examined in ID No. 11/ 2001 and has taken as 

Common evidence in this case. 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party/Workmen : 
WISeries (7) - Originalservice certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners, 
W2 . Onginal Service Note Book . 
W3 Series (7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party Management : 
MI- Xerox copy of the scrvice certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
M2 - Xerox copy of M .R No.05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 05851 
M4 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of MR No. 19 /04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R No 3 /06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 9 /06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /06114 
MI1 - Xeroxcopy of M . R No.6 /06115 
M12 . Xeroxcopvof M .R .No.5 /06115 
M13 . Xerox copy of M . R , No 18 /06115 
M14 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1 /08511 
M15 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 19 /07289 
M16 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7 /4427 
M17 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 /4431 
M18 . Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13/ 15 948 
M19 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 15 /06117 
M20 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 13 /08512 
M22 - Xerox copy ofMR. No 23 /08512 
M23 - Xerox copy ofMR No . 10 / 08513 
M24 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 11/08514 
M25 . Xerox copy ofMR No. 15 /20861 
M26 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /20861 


M27 - Xerox copy ofMR. No. 12 /20862 
M28 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 11 / 20863 
M29 - Xerox copy of M . R No.03 / 20867 
M30) - Xerox copy ofMR No.02 /20868 
M31 - Xerox copy ofMR No . 13 /20863 
M32 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 12/ 20869 
-M33 - Xerox copy ofMR No. 23 /20869 
M34 - Xerox copy of M . R . No.20 /04631 
M35 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 24 /2 
M36 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 12/4 
M37 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 14 /4 
M38 - Xerox copy ofMR. No. 4/5 
M39 Xerox copy of M . R No.7 / 5 
M40 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 10 /5 
M41 . - Xerox copy of MR. No. 11 /5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 1775 
M43 - Xerox copy of M . R No .22/ 5 
M 44 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 4 / 59 
M45 . Xerox copy of M .R . No.04978 
M46 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 8/ 06216 
M47 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 07188 
M48 - Xerox copy of M .R No.7 /4427 
M49 . Xerox copy ofMR No. 15 /06117 
M 50 Xerox copy of MR.No. 9 /06114 
M51 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 18 /06114 
M52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.6 /06115 
M53 - Xerox copy of MR No. 18 /06115 
M54 Xerox copy of M . R No. 1/08511 
M55 - Xerox copy ofMR No 2 /08511 
M56 - Xerox copy ofMR. No 22 /08511 
M57 - Xerox copy of M . R , No 13/08512 
M58 - Xerox copy of M .R . No.23/08512 
M59 - Xcrox copy ofMR No. 10 /08513 
M60 . Xerox copy ofMR No 15 /20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of MR No. 18 / 20861 
M62 . Xerox copy ofMR. No. 12 /20862 
M63 - Xerox copy of M .R No. 11/ 20863 
M64 . Xerox copy orMR No. 19 /20863 
M65 - Xerox copy ofMR. No 11 /20864 
M66 - Xerox copy of MR No 09 / 20866 
M67 - Xerox copy ofMR. No.(03 /20867 
M68 - Xerox copy ofMR. No 14 /20867 
M69 . Xerox copy of MR No 02/ 20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M . R No 12 / 20869 
M71 - Xerox copy of MR No 06 /21253 
M72 - Xerox copy ofMRNO 13/ 27 
M73 - Xerox copy ofMRI 29 
M74 - Xerox copy of MR NI 179 
M75 . Xerox copy of MR No 129 
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famit, 21 , 2002 
afl. 36T. 2014 . - 3fufaifaig uff47 , 1947 ( 1947 
# 14 ) ERI 173174 , asta FRYM 
प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध में 
निर्दिष्ट औधोगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औधोगिक अधिकरण/ श्रम 
RM4, 4 - 6 YERE (HH en 294 /2001 ) wargra 
itt ,1 12 # 121 -5 - 2002 71197 371 er 
( 5 ( M - 40012 / 272 /99 - 37 . 371 . ( 51. 9 . ) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May , 2002 
S. O . 2014. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 (14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
294 / 2001) of thc CentralGovernment Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Deptt . and their workman , 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21- 5 - 2002. 

[No , L - 10012 /272/ 99 - IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April , 2002 
PRESENT : 

K . Karthikeyan , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO .294 /2001 
Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D . No. 317/ 99 ) 
In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
( d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub - section ( 2A ) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), between 
the Workman Sri M . Suresh Kumar and theManagement 
of thic General Manager, Telecommunications, Chennai, ] 

BETWEEN 
Sri M . Suresh Kumar : / Party /Workman 


TheGovt. of India , Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and 
sub -section (2A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No . L -40012 /272 / 
99/ IR (DU ) dated 19 - 11- 1999 . 

This rcfcrcnce has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu Statc Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was 
taken on file as I, D . No. 317/99. When the matter was 
pending enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India , 
Ministry of Labour was plcased to order transfer of this 
case from that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . 
On receipt of records from that Tribunal, the case has 
been taken on file as I.D . No. 294/ 2001 and notices were 
sent to the counsel on either side, informing them about 
the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction 
to appear beforc this Tribunal on 13-02- 2001. On receipt 
of notice from this Tribunal, the counsels on cither side 
present along with their respective parties and prosecuted 
the case further . 

When the matter came up before me for (inal 
hearing on 01- 04 - 2002 , upon perusing the Claim 
Statement, Counter Statement, additional counter 
statement, the other material papers on record , the oral 
and documentary cvidence let in on cither side as common 
cvidence for this case and the connected similar cascs and 
after hearing the arguments advanced by tlic Icamcd 
counsel for thc II Party /Management alone , this matter 
having stood over till this date for consideration , this 
Tribunal has passed the following : 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt. ſor adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications. Kancheepuram in 
terminating the services of Shui M . Suresh Kumar, 
Casual Mazdoor is legal and justified ? If not, to 
what relief, he is entitled ?" 

2 The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Pary/Workman are briefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sri M . Suresh Kumar , 
(hereinafter refers to as Petitioner)was engaged as casual 
labour in the II Party /Management Telecom Department 
(hereinafter refers to as Respondent) on 29 -06 - 1984 for 
digging . drawing wires. laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as directed by his superiors . He was paid nominal 
wages of Rs.6 . 50) as daily rated wages . Though the 
Petitioner has been continuously working with the 
Respondent, and has put in 1532 number of days of 
service , he had not been regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casual 
mazdoors working in the department for a long period 


AND 


The General Manager. : Il Party /Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kancheepuram Dist . Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workinan : M / s. M Gnanasekaran, C . 

Premavathi, & G . Manjula , 

Advocates 
For the Management Sri R . Kanniappan , 

Addl CG . S . C . 
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formulated a Scheme known as casual mazdoors (Grant 
of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The 
Respondent /Telecom Department failed to confer 
temporary status on the Petitioner under the said Scheme, 
which is illegal and arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has 
been denied employment w .ef. 25-06 - 1995 and , when 
his services were terminated he was getting Rs.60 /- as 
daily wages. When he approached the conccmed authority 
for conferment of temporary status he was informed that 
he will be taken back to duty . The Petitioner was waiting 
for orders from the Respondent/ Telcom Department 
regarding his rc - engagement. However , he has not 
received any orders nor he was taken back to duty so far. 
His scrvice was utilised for the regular work that is 
perennial in nature . Therefore, when the work and the 
necessity to engage the Pctitioner continuous, there is no 
rcason or justification for denying the enployment to the 
Petitioner, No reason was given by the Respondenu 
Telecom Department for terminating the services of the 
Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the 
principles of natural justice. No enquiry was conducted 
and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before 
his services were discontinued . The Petitioner has put in 
more than a decade continuous service and the termination 
of his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 
25F of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 . Further , the 
Petitioner was 1101 given any notice or compensation in 
tenns of the said provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. Hence, tlie action of the Respondent/Department 
in terminating the services of Pertitioner without notice 
or compensation is ab initio void and the Petitioner is 
deemd to be in continous in service and therefore , is 
entitled to be reinstated with all other service benefit 
including arrcars of back wages. TheRespondent ought 
to have conferred icinporary status as per the temporary 
status scheme and further absorbcd him against regular 
Group D post. The Respondent/ Telecom Department s 
action in notdoing so is illegal and arbitrary. Hence, this 
industrial dispute has been raised against theRespondent 
Telecom Department for a declaration that the order of 
termination dated 25 -6 - 95 is illegal and arbitrary and 
consequently for a direction to the Respondent/ 
Management to reinstate the Pctitioner in service w . e. f. 
25 -06 -1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendant bencrits . 

3 The Il Party /Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement denying the allegations of 
the Petitioner in the Claim Statenicnt about his 
appointment as Casual Labour on 29 -06 - 1984 and his 
contention about continuous working with the 
Responden /Department for a period of 1532 number of 
days of service and the alleged termination of the 
Petitioner from service on 25 -06 - 1995. It is further alleged 
that thc Petitioner was engaged purely on casual basis 
for the unskilled work , i. e. to carry out digging, drawing 
out wires, laying posts and for other casualworks on daily 


rated wages during 1995 for a period of 120 days only . 
The department used to engage the Petitioner as and when 
there was work . In 1989, a Schemc called Grant of 
Temporary Status to Casual Labourers was introduced 
for the Casual Labourers who actually worked . The 
essential conditions of the scheme are : - 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 31 - 3 - 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i.e . 01 - 10 - 89 ; 
3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior 

to 01- 10 - 1989; and 
4 . There should not be a brcak for a period ofmore 

than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the service particulars . Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he 
could notbe granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
to be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service 
certificates with a vicw to get the benefits like 
regularisation ctc . from the department. So , the 
department did not consider the claim of the Petitioner. 
The alleged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled 
and perennial in naturc. As on date , the department is not 
engaging Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any 
purpose and also not doing such type of work as done by 
the Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, 
there is no scope for the Petitioner for his re -cinployment 
in the Respondent/ Telecoin Department. The Petitioner 
was engaged on casual basis as and when required by the 
department, hence, he is not eligible for reinstatement as 
per the law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
Scheme. Hence, it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal 
may be pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4. When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
learned counsel on cither side represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workincn like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal ſor adjudication can be tricd together jointly 
and the cvidence given in I. D .No . 156 / 2001 on either 
side can be trcatcd as common evidence for all these cases. 
On the side of the Petitioncr /Workman Sri K . Unapathy , 
Petitioner in I. D . No . 156 / 2001, and Sri K .Mohan , 
Petitioner in I. D .No 262 /2001 have been examined as 
WW1 and WW2 respectively. As per the memo filed by 
the lcarcd counsel for the Respondent/Management, the 
evidence given by one Divisional Engincer, Mr. P . 
Chandrasekar , who has been examined as a common 
witness MWI in I. D .No. 11 /2001, has been treated as a 
common evidence for this casc and other similar 
connected cases. On the side of the Petitioner , the xerox 


5914 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JUNE 15 , 2002 /JYAISTHA 25 , 1924 


[PART II— Sec. 3( ii)] 


copy of the service certificates have been marked as 
common Workmen exhibits. On the side of the 
Management thc xerox copy of the services certificate of 
WW1 ſiled before the conciliating authority earlier and 
the xerox copies of the original muster rolls which are 
mentioned in those service certificates under Ex.W1 to 
W3 have been marked as Ex.M1, M2 10 M75 . The 
learncd counsel for the II Party /Management has advanced 
his arguments. 

5 . Tlic Point for my consideration is - 
“ Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommuications, Kancheepuram in terminating 
the services of Shri M . Suresh Kumar, Casual 
Mazdoor is lagal and justified ? If not, to what relief, 
is he entitled ?" 
Point : — 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the learned counsel on cither side, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
becn conducted Two out of these Pctitioners have been 
examined as WW1 and WW2. W1 senes, 2 and W3 
serics , the service certificates of WWI and WW2 
respectively have been marked . (. . the side of the 
Management the xerox copy of the services certificate of 
WW 1 filed before the conciliating authority earlier and 
the xerox copies of the original musicr rolls which are 
mentioned in those service certiſicates under Ex .W1 to 
W3 have been marked as Ex, M1, M2 to M75 . Apart 
from these documents the other Petitioners also filed in 
court individually in their respective cascs as the service 
certificates issucd to them mentioning their service 
particulars , which arc remained unmarked documents . 
The common clain rnade by all these 
Petitioncrs in their respective industrial dispute against 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department is that the 
termination of the Petitioners from service by the 
Respondent/Management is illegal and thcy must be 
reinstated in service by the Respondent/Management from 
the date of their respective termination from scrvice as 
mentioned in their respective Claim Statements. They 
have raised these claims based on thic service records. 
They were filed into cour in their respective cases. WW1 
and WW2 have spoken about tlicir respective scrvice 
certificates they have filed into court in their respective 
cases. In the cross -examination of both the Petitioners 
WW1and WW2. they have admitted that they have given 
their service particulars to the RespondentDepartment 
as per the direction of the deparument for consideration 
to coifer tcmporary status mazdoors only . It is their ſur 
ther contention in the evidence thatat the inception when 
they met the Telecom people, who were doing the work 
of the department near their housc. requested those per 
manent employees of tic Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment like lineman to give them work and as per their 
direction they went to see the Assistant Engineer, and 


requested him to provide work in the Respondent/De 
partment. WW1 and WW2 who have deposed as com 
mon witnesses for these Petitioners have stated in the 
cross - examination that they have notmentioned all these 
things in their Clain Statements and they have not men 
tioned so in their carlier Claim Statements filed before 
the Regional Commissioner of Labour, Chennai, in the 
conciliation proceedings. They further say that they do 
not know the name of the Assistant Engineer, whom they 
met end asked for work . It is their further cvidence , that 
they used to get the wages by signing the muster rolls 
and the numbers of muster rolls mentioned in their re 
spective service certificates are true and correct and their 
respective names are available in those original muster 
rolls mentioned in their respective service certificates 
They further say in the cross examination that they men 
tioned in their respective Claim Statements that they were 
given service certificates by the Assistant Engineer for 
the days they worked in the Respondent/Department. 
They have also denied the suggestion in the cross cxami 
nation , that the service certificates produced by thcsc Pe 
titioners in their respective cases are all false certificates 
and thcy were crcated by them . They have also denicd 
the suggestion that they have not worked in the Respon 
denu/ Telecom Department for theperiod they have inen 
tioned by days in thcir respective Claim Statements, On 
the side of the Respondent/Management, the evidence 
given by Divisional Engineer, one Mr. P . Chandrasckar 
as MWI carlier has been treated as common cvidence 
for this casc and similar connected other caşcs as per the 
memo filed by the learned counsel for the Respondent 
Management. According to the Petitioner , he was engaged 
by the Respondent/Managenient Department of Telc 
communication as casual mazdoor in the year 1934 and 
worked continuously till 1995. as he has stated in his 
Claim Statement It is his further allegation in the Claimi 
Statement that all of a sudden he was terminated and the 
action of the Respondent Management, Telecommuni 
cation Department in terminating him from service in 
not following the provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 is ah initio void and illegal. Since the said 
action of theRcspondentManagement is illegal,hemust 
be reinstated in service by the Respondent Management 
from the date of the alleged ternination of service in the 
year 1995 . But it is the contention of the Respondent/ 
Management and also the evidence ofMWI that sen ice 
certificates ſiled by the Petitioners are all false and 
created by themselves and they have not mentioned 
anything with regard to availability of service certificates 
in their Claim Statements. The lcanied counsel for the 
Respondent Management would further contend that in 
the Claiin Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been 
mentioned as to who appoint them and wlicre they have 
worked and who in the Respondent Department has 
terminated them from service . There is no appointment 
order as well as the iconination order passed by the 
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Respondent/Management for this Petitioner to claim 
that he was appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom 
Departmcut and hewas tenninated against the provisions 
of Industrial Dispulcs Act, 1947 According to the 
Management of Telecom Department, these people were 
engaged in the year 1995 and some persons were engaged 
at the end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for laying the cables, 
and erecting poles and other connected casual works li 
is the specific stand of ihc Respondent/Management that 
all these Petitioners have not worked for 210 daysand in 
the counter Statement filed by the Respondent/Manage 
ment in their respective cascs, the days for which the 
conccred Petitioner had worked in the Respondent/De 
partment has heen clearly given . It is their further 
contention that service certificates relied upon by these 
Petitioners as issued by the officials of the Respondent/ 
Telecom Dcpartinentwere not issued by the departnient 
and clicy were crcated by the Petitioners themselves and 
the particulars of the allegea service in the Telecom 
Departmentmentioned in the service certificates said to 
have been issued by the officials of dic Respondent/Dc 
partment from 198 + 10 1995 are all bogiis . By sufficient 
documentary evidence , evidence through Ex.M2 to M75 
original muster rolls in the cross cxamination of WWI 
and WW2 and through the common cuidence of MWI it 
has been establislıcd that the particulars given in the scr 
, vice certificates by the Petitioners are bogus. WWI and 
WW2 have clearly admillcd in their cross examination 
when their attention have been drawn to the entries in the 
original muster rolls incntioned in their service 
certificates that thcir names lave not been available in 
the original muster rolls . maintained by the Telecom 
Department The vcros copy of those muster rolls have 
been exhibited on the side of the Respondent / 
Management as Management Exhibits M2 10 M75 In 
the cross examination of tlic conimon witness for the 
Management MWI. no suggestion is put to him about 
the work of the Petitioner for 2 +0 days in the Telecom 
Department. No suggestion was put in the cross 
examination ofMWIthat the particulars fumuished in the 
service certificates produced by the petitioners are not 
bogus but thcy are genuine on the side of the 
Petitioners , no one has been cxamined as a witness to 
prove the sen ice certificates llicy are relying upon Thic 
officials in the Telecom Department. w .) said to have 
issued thosc certificates have not been exmined by the 
Pctitioners 10 prove their respectiv c service certificates 
From these common ciidence available . it is seen that 
these Petitioners have worked for lcw dily s by assisting 
the regular staff of the Respondent / Telecom 
Department in carrying out the departmental work as 
Casual Labourers . From the available cuidence, it is seen 
that those Petitioners were engaged as Casual Labourers 
by the regular dcputmental workmen for the seasonal 
work of the depannientthey were attending aud they were 


disengaged on completion of the particular work . From 
this it is seen that the contention of the Petitioner in the 
Claim Statement that the work will be available always 
and it is perennial type of work are all false . The 
Petitioners who have been examined as common 
witnesses ( or workmen as WWI and WW2 have 
admitted that they were engaged as Casual Labourers by 
the regular staff oſilic departmcrit only to assist them for 
doing the deportincntal work as and when it was 
nccessary . From thic cridence available in this case , it is 
scen th :11 Petitioners who have been working as casual 
mazdoors temporarily by assisting the regular and 
peamanent starf or Rcspondent/ 1 clocom Department have 
disengaged , since the work they were attended were 
completed and there was no further work for them to do . 
So from the materials :lailable in this case by way of 
cxhibits and cridenice, it is clearly established by the 
Respondent/Management by production of original 
musicr rolls which have been referred to in service 
certificates of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have 
never worked as Casual Labourers under those muster 
rolls for the said period and have not been paid wages by 
the department. From this, it is seen as contended by the 
leonicd counsel for the Respondent Management in his 
argument that the particulars given in the servicc 
certificates produced by the Petitioners are not thic 
particulars but llicy arc bogus certificates . If rcally , the 
particulars given in the service certificates relicd upon 
by tlie Petitioners are inic. Ilic Responden /Department 
would have goned 1cmporary stalus mazdoors for 
Casual Labourers . From tlic evidence available in these 
Cases, it is abundantly proved by the Respondent/Deport 
ment that tliese Petitioners have not worked continuously 
from 198 + 10 1995 . Further, it is seen from the evidence 
available that the Petitioners were engaged by the 
department as Casual Labourers only for a short period 
as and when required and lie was given wages ou 
daily rated basis . It is the cvidence of MW 1 that the 
work thc Pctitioners u crc doing as Casual Labourers was 
only seasonal work and it was not a continuous one and 
it is 101 available all through the year. It c :not be de 
nied that the work these Petitioners attended as Casual 
Labourers in the Respondent/Management 
Department were only dev clopment work like opening 
new tclcphone exchanges and strengthening the existing 
exchanges and ilicy were donc as project works and on 
completion of that work , these Petitioners have 110 work 
in the department to continue in service . It is the definite 
cidence of MWT that on checking the service 
particulars given by thc Petitioners, the department has 
ſound that the particulars they furnished are not tnie and 
they were found to be bogus All these things cannot be 
denied . It has been demonstrated before this Tribunalby 
the Respondent Managementby relevant documents that 
llic names of the Petitioners were not available in thic 
original muster rolls that has been mentioned in their 
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service certificates. From this, it is established that the 
particulars given in their scrvice certificates are false . 
No date of issue of those service certificates is available 
in the service certificates . The Petitioners who have been 
examined as common witnesses for these Petitioners as 
WW1 and WW2 also liave not stated in their cvidence , 
the dates on which they were issued those service 
certificates by the concenied officials in the departmçnt 
If they were really issued by the officials of the Respon 
den Telecom ) Department as a record for their service in 
the department, the Petitioner would nothave been failed 
to mention all these things in their respective Claim 
Statenients. The non -mention of the samein their Claim 
Statements and the production of these certificates with 
out any basis during trial of the cases before this Tribu 
nal go to show that these Petitioners have created them for 
the purpose of these cases as the Respondent/Manage 
ment contends it . From the available materials , it is seen 
that the Respondent Management in regular course did 
001 enploy Petitioners and they were not given 
independent work , so the question of retrenchment from 
Servicc docs not at all arise. So , luder such circumstances, 
the question of Respondents not following the provi 
sions of Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 and the issuance 
of prior notice and compensation under Section 25F of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1917 will not at all arisc . As per 
the recent decisions of the Supreme Court , the Petitioner 
has to prove conclusively with acceptable , legal evidence 
that he has worked in the Respondent Telecom Depar 
ment as a Casual Labour for a continuous period of 210 
days preceding the date on which they have been disen 
gaged from work . In the absence of such evidence on the 
side of the Petiționer, it can be concluded that thicy have 
no right to claimi even conferment of temporary status of 
casualmazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in scr 
vice in the Respondent/ Telecom Departinent. So , under 
sucli circumstances, from the available inatcrials it is scen 
that the action of the Management of Telecom Depart 
mcnt in not engaging these Petitioners as casualmazdoors , 
subsequent to completion of work for which they have 
engaged is legal and justificd . Hence , this Petitioner is 
not entitled to the relicſ lic prayed for in his Claim 
Statcmçıt Thus, the point is answered accordingly . 

6 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled 10 the relief prayed for in the 
Claim Statement No Cost. 

( Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by hini, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April . 2002 .) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : -- 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WW.I - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I.D . 156 / 2001) 
W . W . 2 - Sh . K . Molian ( Petitioner in I. D . 202/2001) 


For the II Party/Management : 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P . Chandrasekar (DE(Legal & Commercial)] 

Examined in I. D .No . 11 / 2001 and has taken as 

Common evidence in this case . 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
WiSeries (7 ) - Original service certificates issued in favour 

of Petitioners, 
W2 - Original Service Notc Book . 
W3 Series (7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party /Management : 
MI- Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Petitioners 
M2 - Xerox copy of M . R No. ( 5850 
M3 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 05851 
M + - Xerox copy of MR. No. 07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19/04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of MR No. 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R , No . 3/06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 9 /06114 
M10 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 18 /06114 
MIl Xeroxcopy of M . R .No 6 /06115 
M 12 - Xeroxcopyor M ,R .No . 5/06115 
M13 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 18 /06115 
Mlt - Xcrox copy ofMR. No 1708511 
M 15 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /07289 
M 16 - Xcrux copy of M .R . No . 7/4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of MR. No 4 /4431 
M18 - Xcrox copy of M . R , No . 13/ 15 948 
M 19 - Xcros copy of M .R . No 15 /06117 
M 20 - Xerox copy of M .R No . 21700119 
M21 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 13 /08512 
M 22 - Xcros copy ofMR No. 23/08512 
M23 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 10 /08513 
M 24 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 11 /08514 
M 25 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 15 /20861 
M 26 - Xerox copy of MR No 18 /20861 
M27 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 12 /20862 
M 28 - Xerox copy of MR No. 11/20863 
M 29 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 03/20867 
M 30 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. () 2 /20868 
M31 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/20863 
M 32 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 12 /20869 
M 33 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /20869 
M 34 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /04631 
M 35 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 24 /2 
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M 36 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 12 /4 
M37 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 14 /4 
M 38 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4/5 
M 39 Xerox copy of MR. No. 7/ 5 
M 40) - Xerox copy of M .R . No, 10 /5 
M 41 . - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11 /5 
M 42 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1775 
M 43 - Xerox copy of MR . No. 22 /5 
M 44 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 4/59 
M 45 - Xerox copy of M . R . No . 04978 
M 46 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 8 /06216 
M 47 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 07188 
M 48 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 7 /4427 
M 49 - Xerox copy of M . R . No 15 /06117 
M 50 . Xeroxcopy of M . R .No. 9 /06114 
M 51 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
M 52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6 /06115 
M 53 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /06115 
M 54 - Xerox copy of M .R , No . 1/08511 
M 55 . Xcros copy of M . R . No 2 /08511 
M 56 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 22 /08511 
M 57 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/08512 
M 58 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23/08512 
M59 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 10 /08513 
M 60 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15/20861 
M61 , Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 / 20861 
M 62 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /20862 
M 63 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/20863 
MO + - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /20863 
M65 - Xerov copy of M . R . No. 11/20864 
M60 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 09 / 20860 
M67 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 03/20867 
M 68 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 14 /20867 
M 69 - Xerox copy of M .R . No 02 /20868 
M 70 - Xerox copy of MR No. 12 / 20869 
M 71 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 06 /21253 
M 72 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 13 /27 
M 73 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 19 /29 
M 7 + - Xerox copy of M1, R . No. 1 /29 
M 75 - Xerox copy of MR No . 20 /29 
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कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May , 2002 
S . O . 2015. In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award ( Ref. No. 
295 /2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Deptt. and their workman , 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21 -5 - 2002 

(No. L -40012 /273/ 99 - IR (DU ) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday , the 30th April, 2002 
PRESENT: 

K . Karthikeyan , 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 295 /2001 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I. D . No. 318 / 99) 
In thic matter of the dispute for adjudication under clauso 
( d ) or Sub - section ( 1 ) and Sub - scction 2 ( A ) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), between 
the Workman Sri M Babu and the Manageincnt of the 
GeneralManager. Telecommunications.. Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri M . Babu 

I Party /Workman 

AND 
The Gencral Manager. Il Partv/Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kuchcepuram Disti. 
Chcinai. 
APPEARANCE 
For the Workman 

M /s M .Gnanasekar. 
C . Prchiavathi, & 
G .Manjula , 

Adi ocates 
For the Management Sri R . Kanniappan 

Addl C .G . S. C . 
The Govl on India , Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clausc ( d ) or Sub - section ( 1 ) and 
Sub -section 2( A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispuitc Aci . 
1947 ( 17 of 1947 ), hanc referred the concenied Industrial 


famit, 21 , 2002 
07. 31 . 2015 . - 312ft facit fuf44 , 1947 ( 1947 
का 14 ) की धारा 17 के अनुसरण में , केन्द्रीय सरकार दूर संचार विभाग 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औधोगिक अधिकरण 
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Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012/273 /99 / 
IR (DU ) dated 19 - 11 - 1999. 

This reference has been made carlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was 
taken on file as I. D . No. 318 /99 . When the matter was 
pending enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India , 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 
case from that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . 
On receipt of records from that Tribunal; the case has 
been taken on file as I. D . No. 295 /2001 and notices were 
sent to the counsel on either side, informing them about 
the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction 
to appear before this Tribunal on 13 -02 -2001. On receipt 
of notice from this Tribunal, the counsels on either side 
present along with their respectiveparties and prosecuted 
the case further. 

Wlicn thematter came up before mefor finalhearing 
on 01-04 - 2002, upon perusing the Claim Statcmicni, 
Counter Statement, additional counter statement, theother 
material papers on record , the oral and documentary 
evidence let in on cither side as common evidence for this 
case and the connected similar cases and after hearing the 
arguments advanced by the leamed counsel for the Il Party / 
Managcincnt alone, this matter having stood over till this 
date for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following : 

AWARD 
The IndustrialDispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

" Whether the action of the General Manager , 
Telecommunications, Kanclieepuram in terininating 
the services of Slui M . Babu Casual Mazdoor is 
legal and justified ? If not, to what relicſ, he is 
entitled ? " 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
thie I Party /Workman are briefly as follows. 

The I Party /Workman Sri M . Babu (hereinafter 
refers to asPctitioner ) was engaged as casual labour in the 
11 Party /Management Telecom Department ( hereinafter 
rcfers to as Respondent) on 10 -03- 1985 for digging . 
drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as 
directed by his supcriors . Ile was paid nominal wages of 
Rs.6 30 as daily rated wages . Though the Petitioner has 
been continuously working with the Respondent, and has 
put in 851 number of days of service, he had not been 
regularised . The Department of Telecommunication in 
order to absorb the casual mazdoors working in the 
department for a long period formulated a Schemcknown 
as casual inazdoors (Grant of Temporary Status and 
Regularisation ) Scheme. Thic Respondent/ Telecom 
Department failed to confer içinporary status on the 
Pellioner under the said Schicmc, which is illegal and 


arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has been denied 
employment w .e. f. 25- 06 - 1995 and , when his services were 
terininated he was getting Rs.60/- as daily wages . When 
he approached the concerned authority for conferment of 
temporary status he was informed that he will be taken 
back to duty . The Petitioner was waiting for orders from 
the Respondent/ Telcom Department regarding his re 
engagement. However, he has not received any orders 
nor he was taken back to duty so far. His service was 
utilised for the regular work that is perennial in nature . 
Therefore ,when the work and the necessity to engage the 
Petitioner continuous, there is no reason or justification 
for denying the employment to the Petitioner, No reason 
was given by the Respondent/ Telecom Department for 
terminating the services of the Petitioner and the 
Respondent failed to follow the principles of natural justice. 
No enquiry was conducted and the Petitioner was not given 
any opportunity before his services were discontinued . The 
Petitioner has put in morc than a decade continuous service 
and the termination of his service is in violation of the 
provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 . Further, the Petitioner was not given any notice or 
compensation in terms of the said provision of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. Hence , the action of the Respondent/ 
Department in terminating the services of Pcrtitioner 
without notice or compensation is ab initio void and the 
Petitioner is deemd to be in continous in service and 
therefore , is entitled to be reinstated with all other service 
benefits including artcars of back wages. The Respondent 
ought to have conferred temporary status as per the 
temporary status scheme and further absorbed him against 
regular Group D post. The Respondent/ Telccom 
Department s action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary . 
Hence, this industrial dispute has been raised against the 
Respondent Telecom Department for a declaration that the 
order of içrmination dated 25 -6 - 95 is illegal and arbitrary 
and conscqucntly for a direction to the Respondent/ 
Management 10 reinstate the Petitioner in service w .e.f. 
25 -06 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits . 


3 . The II Party Management Telecom Department 
has filed a Counter Statement and additional Counter 
Statement denying the allcgations of the Petitioner in thc 
Claim Statement about his appointment as Casual Labour 
on 10 -03- 1985 and his contention about continuous 
working with the RespondentDepartment for a period of 
851 number of days of service and the alleged termination 
of the Petitioner from service on 25 -06 - 1995 . It is further 
alleged that thic Petitioner was engaged purely on casual 
basis for the unskilled work i c. 10 carry out digging , 
drawing out wires, laying posts and for other casualworks 
on djily rated wages during 1995 for a period of less than 
240 days only. The department used to cngage the 
Petitioner as and when there was work , In 1989 , a Schcmc 
called "Grant of Temporary Status to Casual Labourers 
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was introduced for the Casual Labourers who actually 
worked. Tlie essential conditions of the scheme are : - 

1. The casuallabour should havebeen engaged prior 

to 31 - 3 - 1985 ; 
2 . He should be currently employed on thic datc or 

the implementation of Scheme i. e. 01- 10 -89; 
3 . He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any onc of the preceding ycars prior to 

01 - 10)- 1989; and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period ofmore 

than one year . 

The petitioner was directed to fumish the servicc 
particulars to grant temporary status and thc pctitioner also 
furnished the service particulars. Since the petitioner did 
not fulfilall thc aforesaid mandatory conditions he could 
not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 10 
be bogus. The petitioner had produced false 
service certificates with a view to get the benefits like 
regularisation etc. from the deparment. So, thic department 
did not consider the claim of the Pctitioner. The alleged 
work done by the Petitioner is not skilled and perennial in 
pature. As on date, the department is not engaging Casual 
Labour like thic Petitioner for any purpose and also not 
doing such type ofwork as done by the Petitioner. Since 
there is no work and there is no post, tlicrc is no scope for 
1hc Pctitioner for his rc- cıployment in the Respondenu/ 
Telecom Department. The Petitioner was engaged on 
casual basis as and wlicn required by the department, 
hence, he is not eligible for reinstatement as per the law 
and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor Schemc. Hence . 
it is prayed that the Hon blo Tribunalmay be pleased 10 
dismiss the claim pctition , 

4. When thematter was taken up for cnquiry , the 
Icamed counsel on eitlier sidc represented that this case 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by thic 
workmen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tricd together jointly and 
the evidence given in I. D .No. 156 /2001 on either side can 
be treated as common cvidence for all these cases. On the 
side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K , Umapathy. 
Petitioner in 1.D . No .156 /2001. and Sri K .Mohan ,Petitioner 
in 1.D .No .262/2001 have been cxamined as WWI and 
WW2 respectively . As per thememo filed by thic leaned 
counsel for the Respondent Management, the evidence 
given by one Divisional Engineer. Mr. P. Chandrasckar, 
who has been examined as a common witness MW1 in 
I. D .No. 11/ 2001. has been treated as a common evidence 
for this case and other similar coiected cases. On the 
side of the Petitioner, the xerox copy of the service 
certificates have been marked as common Workmen 
uxhibits . On the side of the Management the Xoroa copy 
oſ ilic services Certificatc of WWI filed before thic 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 


originalmuster rolls which arementioned in thiosc Service 
certificates under Ex,WI 10 W3 have been marked as 
Ex .MI,M2 10 M73 , Tlıç leanied counsel for thic II Party / 
Management hasadvanced his arguments. 

5 . The Point for my consideration is — 
" Whether the action of tlic General Manager. 
Telecommucations , Kancheepuram in tcrminating 
thic services of Shri M . Babu Casual Mazdoor is 
lagal and justified ? If n01, 10 what relief lic is 
entitled ?" 
Point: - 

Whion this matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the learned counsel on cither side, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
been conducted Two out of thcsc Petitioners have been 
cxamined as WWIand WW2. W1 scrics, W2 and W3 
series, the service certificates of WWI and WW2 
respectively have been marked . On the side of the 
Management thc Xerox copy of the services ccrtiſicato 
of WW I filed before thic conciliating authority carlier 
and the Xerox copies of thic originalmusicr rolls which 
arc mentioned in thosc Service certificates under Ex.W1 
to W3 have been marked as Ex. MI, M2 1o M75 . Apart 
from these documents the other Petitioners also ſiled in 
Court individually in thcir respective cases as the servicc 
certificates issued to them inentioning their servicc 
particulars, which are remained unmarked documents. 
The common claim made by all these 
Peillioners in their respective industrial dispute against 
the Respondent/ Telecom Department is that the 
termination of the Petitioners from servicc by the 
Respondent/Management is illegal and thcy must bc 
reinstated in service by the RespondentManagement from 
the date of their respective termination from service as 
mentioned in their respective Claim Statements. They 
have raised these claims based on the servicc records. 
They were filed into Court in their respective cases. WWI 
and WW2 havc spoken about their respective service 
certificutes thicy havc filed into Court in their respective 
çaşcs. In the cross-cxamination of both the Pctitioners 
WW1and WW2. Ilicy have admitted that they have given 
their service particulars to the Respondent/Department 
as per thic direction of the department for consideration 
to confer temporary status mazdoors only . It is their fur 
ther contention in the evidence that at the inception when 
they met the Telecom pcoplc, who were doing the work 
of the department near their house , requested thosc per 
manent employees of the Respondent/ Telecon Depart 
ment like lineman to give them work and as per their 
direction they went to sce the Assistant Engineer , and 
requested him to provide work in the Respondent/De 
partment. WWI and WW2 who have deposed as coin 
mon witnesses for thcsc Pctitioners have statcd in the 
cross-cxamination that they have not mentionod all theso 
things in their Clajm Statements and they have not nich 
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tioncd so in their carlier Claim Statements filed before 
the Regional Commissioner of Labour, Chennai, in the 
conciliation proceedings. They further say that they do 
not know the name of the Assistant Engineer, whom they 
met and asked for work . It is their further evidence, that 
they used to get the wages by signing the muster rolls 
and the numbers of muster rolls mentioned in their re 
spective service certificates are true and correct and their 
respective names are available in those original muster 
rolls inentioned in their respective service certificates. 
They further say in the cross - examination that they men 
tioned in their respective Claim Statements that they were 
given service certificates by the Assistant Engineer for 
the days they worked in the Respondent/Department. 
They have also denied the suggestion in the cross -ex 

mination , that the service certificates produced by these 
D ili: ners in their respective cases are all false certifi 
1110 "- and they were created by them . They have also de 
, 146 the suggestion that they have not worked in thc Rc 
pondent/Telecom Department for the period they have 
mentioned by days in their respective Claim Statements . 
On the side of the Respondent Management, the evidence 
given by Divisional Engineer, one Mr. P . Chandrasekar 
iss MWI carlier has been treated as common evidence 
for this case and similar conected other cascs asper the 
lucino ſiled by the Icaincd counsel for the Respondent 
Vanagemcut. According to thc Pctitioner,he was engaged 

1 . Respondent ManagementDepartmentof Telecom 
ITU . .walion as casual mazdoor in the year 1985 and 

Lith .ed continuously till 1995 as he has stated in his 
" ! ll Statement. It is his further allegation in the Claim 
Shilcinent that all of a sudden he was terminated and 
ihc action of the RespondentManagement, Telecommu 
nication Department in tcrminating him from scrvicc in 
not following the provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 is uh initio yoid and illcgal. Since the said 
action of the Respondent/Management is illcgal, hc must 
be reinstated in service by thic Rcspondent/Management 
froin the date of the allcged lcrivination of service in the 
vcar 1995. But it is thic contention of uic Respondent/ 
Management and also the cvidence ofMWI that service 
certificates filed by the Petitioners are all falsc and 
created by themsclics and they have not miculioned 
anyiling with regard to availability of service certificates 
in their Clain Statements Thic lcured counsel for the 
Respondent/Managementwould further contend that in 
thic Claim Stalcincnt of the Pctitioners nothing has been 
mentioned as to who appoint them and where they have 
worked and who in the Respondent Department has 
Icrivinated them from scrvicc . Tlicre is no appointment 
order as well as thic tcrmination order passed by the 
RespondentManagement for thicsc Petitioners to claim 
dat lic was appointed by the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department and lie was terminated against the provisions 
of Industrial Dispucs Act, 1947 . According to the 
Management of Teccom Department, these people were 


engaged in the year 1995 and some personswere engaged 
at the end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department for laying the cables, 
and erecting poles and other connected casual works. It 
is the specific stand of the Respondent/Management that 
all these Petitioners have not worked for 240 days and in 
the Counter Statement filed by the RespondentManage 
ment in their respective cases, the days for which the 
concerned Petitioner had worked in the Respondent/ 
Department has been clearly given . It is their further 
contention that service certificates relied upon by these 
Petitioncrs as issued by the officials of the Respondent/ 
Telecom Departmentwere not issued by the department 
and they were created by thic Petitioners themselves and 
the particulars of the alleged service in the Teccom 
Department mentioned in the service certificates said to 
have been issued by the officials of the Respondent/ 
Department from 1984 to 1995 are all bogus. By 
sufficient documentary evidence , evidence through 
Ex.M2 to M75 original muster rolls in the cross- exami 
nation of WW1 and WW2 and through thc common 
evidence of MWI it has been established that the par 
ticulars given in the service certificates by thc Petition 
ers are bogus. WWI and WW2 have clearly admitted in 
thcir cross -cxamination when their attention have been 
drawn to the entries in the originalmustor rollsmentioned 
in their service certificates that their names have not been 
available in thc originalmuster rolls, maintained by the 
Telecom Department. The xerox copy of those muster 
rolls have been exhibited on the side of the Respondenu/ 
Management as Management Exhibits M2 10 M75 . In 
the cross - examination of the common witness for the 
Management MW1, no suggestion is put to him about 
the work of the Petitioner for 240 days in thic Telecom 
Department, No suggestion was put in the cross - cxami 
nation ofMWI that the particulars ſumished in the ser 
vicc certificates produced by the Politioners are not bo 
gus but thcy arc genuinc . On the side of thc Pctitioners, 
no one has been cxamined as a witness to provc dic ser 
vicc certificates they are relying upon . The officials in 
thic Telecom Department, who said to layc issucd those 
certificates have not been cxamined by the Petitioners to 
prove thçir respectivc service certificates . From thicso 
common evidence available, it is seen that thcsc Peti 
tioners have worked for few daysby assisting thic regular 
staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Department in carrying 
out thic departmental work as Casual Labourers From 
de available cvidence , it is seen that these Pctitioners 
were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular depart 
incntal workmicu ( or the seasonal work of the department 
they werçallending and they li crc disengaged on complc 
tion of the particular work . From this it is seen that the 
contention of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement that 
thework will hevailable always and it is perennial type 
of work an all falsc . The Pcutioners who have been ex 
amined as common sincsses for workmenas WW : nd 
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Petiționers who have been examined as common 
witnesses for workinen as WW1 and WW2 have 
admitted that they were engaged as Casual Laboucrs by 
the regular staff of the department only to assist them for. 
doing the departmental work as and when it was 
necessary . From the evidence available in this case, it is 
seen that Petitioners who have been working as cusual 
mazdoors temporarily by assisting the rcgular and 
permanent staff of Respondent/ Telecom Department have 
disengaged , since the work they were attended were 
completed and there was no further work for them to du . 
So from the materials available in this case by way of 
exhibits and evidence, it is clearly established by the 
Respondent/Management by production of original 
muster rolls which have been referred to in service 
certificatcs of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have 
never worked as Casual Labourers under those muster 
rolls for the said pcriod and have not been paid wages by 
the department. From this, it is seen as contended by the 
leamed counsel for the Respondent/Management in his 
argument that the particulars given in the service certiſi 
cates produced by ılıc Petitioners are not true particulars 
but they are bogus certificates. If really , the particulars 
given in the service certificates relied upon by the Peti 
tioners are true , the Respondent Department would have 
granted temporary statusmazdoors for Casual Labourers 

From the evidence available in these cases, it is abun 
dantly proved by the Respondent Department that these 
Petitioners have not workcd continuously from 1984 to 
1995. Further, it is seen from the evidence available that 
the Petitioners were engaged by the departinent as Ca 
sual Labourers only for short period as and when re 
quired and he was given wages on daily rated basis . It is 
the evidence ofMW 1 that the work the petitioners were 
doing as Casual Labourers was only scasonal work and it 
was not a continuous one and it is not available all through 
the year. It cannot be denied that the work thesc Petition 
ers attended as Casual Labourers in the Respondent/Man 
agement Department were only development work liko 
opening new telephone exchanges and strengthening the 
existing exchanges and thcy were done as project works 
and on completion of that work , these Pctitioners have 
110 work in the department to continue in service. It is uic 
definite cvidence of MW1 that on checking the service 
particulars given by thc Pctitioners, the department has 
found that the particulars they furnished are not true and 
they were found 10 bc bogus. All tliese things cannot be 
denicd . It has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by 
the Respondent Managementby relevant documents that 
the names of the Petitioners were not available in the 
original muster rolls that has been mentioned in their 
scnico certificates. From this. it is established that the 
particulars given in their service certificates are false. 
No date of issue of those service certificates is available 
in the service certificates. The Petitioners ulio have been 
examined as common witnesses for Uicse Petitioners as 


WW1 and WW2 also have not stated in their evidence, the 
dates on which they were issued those service certificates 
by the concemed officials in the department. If they were 
really issued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Departinent as a record for their service in the depart 
ment, the Petitioner would not have been failed to men 
. tion all these things in their respective Claim Statements . 

The non -mention of the same in their Claim Statements 
and the production of these certificates without any ba 
sis during trial of the cases before this Tribunal go to 
show that these Petitioners here created these for thepur 
pose of these cases as the Respondent/Management 
contendent it. From the availablc .natcrials , it is seen 
that the RespondentManagement in regular course did 
not employ Petitioners and they were not given indc 
pendent work , so the question of retrenchment from scr 
vice does not at all arisc. So , under such circumstances, 
the question of Respondent not following the provi 
sions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance 
of prior notice and compensation under Section 25F of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all arise. As per 
the recentdecisions of the SupremeCourt, the Petitioner 
has to prove conclusively with acceptable. Icgal evidence 
that he has worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment as a Casual Labour for a continuous period of 2 +0) 
days preceding the date on which they have been disen 
gaged from work . In the absence of such cvidence on 
the side of the Pctitioner, it can be concluded that they 
have no right 10 claim cien conforment of temporiin 
status of casual mazdoors and also 10 win reinstatc 
ment in scricc in the Rcspondent/ Telccuncpartment 
So, under such circumstances, from the ideailable maic 
rials it is seen that the action of theM agement of 
Telecom Departincnt in not engagin . Thesc Pctitioners 
as casualma / doors. subscquent to completion of work 
for which they have engaged is legal and justified . 
Hence, this Petitioner is not entitled 10 dlıç relief hcprayed 
ſor in his Claim Statement. Thus, bliv point is ansu cred 
accordingly . 

6 . In the result. an Award is passed holdiellit 
the Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prodinu 
ihc Claim Statement. No Cost 

(Diciated to the Sienogrup .. .. Transcribed and 
typed by him , corrccicd and pronunced by me in the 
open court on this day the 10th pril, 2002. ) 

K . KARTHIKEY " : Presiding Oflicer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the 1 Party/Workmen : - - 
W . W .I . Sh . K . Umapathy (Pclilioner in ID 150 / 2001) 
WW . 2 - Sh . K Mohan ( Petitione in ID 202/2001 ) 
For the II Party /Management : 
M . W . 1 - Sh . P . Chandrasckar IDE (Legal & Coille 

mercial) ] Examined ID No 11/ 2001 und 
has taken us Common cridence in this casc. 
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Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W1 Series ( 7) - Original service certificates issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
W2 - Original Service Note Book . 
W3 Series ( 7) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the Il Party /Management : 
MI Xerox copy of the service certificate issued in 

favour of Politioners. 
M2 • Xerox copy of M . R . No . 05850 
M3 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 058 ,51 
M + - Xerox copy of MR. No . 07188 
M5 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07193 
M6 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 19 /04693 
M7 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /04693 
M8 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 3/06114 
M9 - Xerox copy of M .R . NO. 9/06114 
M 10 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
M 11- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6 /06115 
M12 - Xerox copyof M . R . No. 5 /06115 
M13 . Xerox copy of MR. No . 18/ 06115 
MI4 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 1/08511 
M15 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /07289 
M 16 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 7 /4427 
M17 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 4 /4431 
M 18 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/15948 
M 19 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15/06117 
M 20 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 21/06119 
M21 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 13/08512 
M22 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23 /08512 
M 23 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M 24 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/08514 
M 25 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 15 /20861 
M 26 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 18 / 20861 
M 27 - Xerox copy of M .R No . 12/20862 
M 28 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/20863 
M 29 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 03/20867 
M 30 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 02 /20868 
M31 - Serox copy of M .R . No . 13 /20863 
M 32 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 / 20869 
M 33 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23/20869 
M3+ . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /04631 
M15 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 24 /2 
M1 761 - Xerox copy of MR. No . 12 /4 
M 37 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 14 /4 
M 38 - Xerox copy of M . R No. 4 / 5 


M 39 Xerox copy of MR. No, 7/ 5 
M 40 - Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /5 
M41 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 11/5 
M42 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 1775 
M43 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22/ 5 
M 44 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 / 59 
M45 . Xerox copy of M .R , No. 04978 
M 46 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 8 /06216 
M47 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 07188 
M 48 - Xerox copy of MR, No. 7/4427 
M49 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /06117 
M 30) - Xeroxcopy of M .R . No. 9 /06114 
M 51 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06114 
M 52 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 6 /06115 
M 53 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /06115 
M 54 - Xerox copy of M .R , No. 1 /08511 
M 55 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 2 /08511 
M 56 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 22/08511 
M 57 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /08512 
M 58 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23/08512 
M 59 . Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /08513 
M60 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 15/ 20861 
M61 - Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 / 20861 
M62 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12/ 20862 
M 63 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/20863 
M 64 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19/20863 
M65 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/20864 
M 66 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 09 /20866 
M 67 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03/20867 
M 68 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 14 /20867 
M 69 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 02 /20868 
M70 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12/20869 
M 71 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 06 /21253 
M 72 - Xerox copy of MR. No, 13 /27 
M 73 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /29 
M 74 - Xerox copy of MR. No. 4 /29 
M 75 - Xerox copy of M .R . No. 20 /29 

To formatt, 21 , 2002 
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41 14 ) # 7 ERI 17 37TARTH, 2319 Fiche FYR 
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New Delhi, the 21st May , 2002 
S . O . 2016 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No . 
298 /2001 ) of the CentralGovernment Industrial Tribunal, 
Chennai now as shown in thợ Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Telecom Deptt. and their workmen , 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-5 - 2002 

[No. L - 40012 /283 /99 - IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April, 2002 
PRESENT: 

K . Karthikeyan , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 298/2001 
( Tamil Nadu Statc Industrial Tribunal I.D . No. 321/99) 
[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d ) of sub - section ( 1 ) and sub -section (2A ) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), between 
the Workman Sri S . Palayam and the Management of 
the GeneralManager, Telecommunications, Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri S , Palayam 

: I Party /Workman 

AND 
The GeneralManager , : II Party Management 
Telecommunications, 
Kanchecpuram Dist , 
Chennai. 
APPEARANCE : 
For the Workman : M /s, M .Gnanasekaran , 

C .Preinavathi & 
G .Manjula , 

Advocates 
For the Management : Sri R . Kanniappan 

Addl. C .G .S . C . 
The Govt. of India, Miniftry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clausc (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and 
sub -section (2A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012 / 283 / 
99/ IR (DU ) dated 19 - 11- 1999. 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai, where it was 
taken on file as I.D . No. 321 /99. When the matter was 
pending enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt. of India, 
Ministry of Labour was pleased to order transfer of this 


case from that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication . 
On receipt of records from that Tribunal, the case has 
been taken on file as I. D . No . 298/2001 and notices were 
sent to the counsel on either side, informing them about 
the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction 
to appear before this Tribunal on 13 -02 - 2001. On receipt 
of notice from this Tribunal, the counsels on either side 
present along with their respective parties and prosecuted 
the case further 

When the matter came up before me for final 
hearing on 01-04 - 2002 , upon perusing the Claim 
Statement, Counter Statement, Additional Counter 
Statement, the other material papers on rccord , the oral 
and documentary evidence let in on either side as common 
evidence for this case and the connected similar cases 
and after hearing the arguments advanced by the learned 
counsel for the II Party Management alone, this matter 
having stood over till this date for consideration , this 
Tribunal has passed the following : 

AWARD 
The IndustrialDispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the CentralGovt. for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, Kancheepuram in 
terminating the services of Şlui S. Palayam Casual 
Mazdoor is legal and justificd ? If not, to what relief, 
he is entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows :-- 

The 1 Party /Workman Sri S . Palayam (hereinafter 
refers to as Petitioner ) was engaged as casual labour in 
the II Party /Management Telecom Department 
(hereinafter refers to as Respondent) on 14 - 12 - 1984 for 
digging , drawing wires , laying posts and for other allied 
jobs as directed by his superiors. He was paid nominal 
wages of Rs.6 . 50 as daily rated wages . Though the 
Petitioner has been continuously working with the 
Respondent, and has put in 1375 number of days of 
service, he had not bcen regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casual 
mazdoors working in the department for a long period 
formulated a Scheme known as casual mazdoors (Grant 
of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The 
Respondent/ Telecom Department failed to confer 
temporary status on the Pctitioner under the said Scheme, 
which is illegal and arbitrary , The I Party /Workman has 
bcen denied employment w .ef, 15 -06 - 1995 and, when his 
services were terminated he was getting Rs.60 as daily 
wages. When he approached the concemed authority for 
conferment of temporary status he was infomed that he 
will be taken back to duty. The Petitioner was waiting 
for orders from the Respondent/ Telecom Department 
regarding his re-engagement. However , he has not 
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received any orders nor he was taken back to duty so far. 
His service was utilised for the regular work that is 
perennial in nature. Therefore , when the work and the 
necessity to engage the Petitioner continuous, there is no 
reason or justification for denying the employment to the 
Petitioner. No reason was given by the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for terninating the services of the 
Petitioner and the Respondent failed to follow the 
principles of natural justice. No enquiry was conducted 
and the Petitioner was not given any opportunity before 
his services were discontinued . The Petitioner has put in 
more than a decade continuous service and the termination 
of his service is in violation of the provisions of Section 
25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Further, thic 
Petitioner was not given any notice or compensation in 
terins of the said provision of Industrial Disputes Act. 
1947. Hence, the action of the Respondent/ Department 
in terminating the services of Pertitioner without notice 
or compensation is ab initio void and thc Petitioner is 
deemd to be in continous in service and therefore, is 
entitled to be reinstated with all other service benefit 
including arrears of back wages. The Respondent ought 
to have conferred temporary status as per the temporary 
status scheme and further absorbed him against regular 
Group D post. The Respondent/Telecom Department s 
action in not doing so is illegal and arbitrary. Hence, this 
industrial dispute has been raised against tlie Respondent/ 
Telecom Department for a declaration that the order of 
termination dated 15 -6 -95 is illegal and arbitrary and 
consequently for a direction to the Respondent/ 
Management to reinstate the Petitioner in service w . e.l. 
15 -06 - 1995 and to pay all arrears of back wages and all 
other attendant benefits 

3. The Il Party /Management Telecoin Department 
has filed a Counter Statement and Additional Counter 
Statement, denying the allegations of the Petitioner in 
the Claim Statement about his appointment as Casual 
Labour on 11 - 12 - 1984 and his contention about 
continuousworking with the Respondent Department for 
a period of 1375 number of days of service and the alleged 
tennination of the Petitioner from service on 15 -06 - 1995 . 
It is further alleged that the Petitioner was engaged purely 
on casual basis for the unskilled work i.e . to carry out 
digging, drawing out wires, laying posts and for other 
casual works on daily rated wages during 1995 for a period 
of less than 95 days only . The department used to engage 
the Petitioner as and when there was work . In 1989, a 
Scheme called " Grant of Temporary Status to Casual 
Labourers was introduced for dic Casual Labourers who 
actually worked . The essential conditions of the scheine 
are : - 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged prior 

to 31- 3 - 1985 : 
2 . He should be currently employed on the date of 

the implementation of Scheme i. e. 01- 10 -89 ; 


3. He should have put in 240 days continuous 

service in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989 ; and 
4 . There should not be a break for a period of more 

dan onc year. 

Thic petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to yriuttemporary status and thepetitioner also 
furnislıcd the service particulars. Since the pctitioner did 
not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions he could 
not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
subinitted by thc Petitioncr were scrutinized and found to 
be bogus. The petitioner had produced false scrvice 
certificates with a view to get the benefits like 
regularisation etc . from the departincnt. So , the department 
did not consider the claim of the Pctitioner. The alleged 
work done by the Pctitioner is not skilled and pcrcnnial in 
nature. As on date , the department is not engaging Casual 
Labour like thc Pctitioner for any purpose and also not 
doing such type of work as done by the Petitioner. Since 
there is no work and uicrc is no post, there is no scope for 
the Petitioner for his re- employment in the Respondent 
Telecoin Departincnt. Thc Petitioner was engaged on 
casual basis as and when required by the department, 
hence , he is not eligible for reinstatement as per the law 
and as well as Temporary StatusMazdoor Scheme. Hence , 
it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunalmay be pleased to 
dismiss the claim petition . 

4. When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
learned counsel on either side represented that this casc 
along with the similar industrial disputes raised by the 
workinen like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this 
Tribunal for adjudication can be tricd together jointly and 
the evidence given in I. D .No. 136 / 200 ) on either side can 
be treated as common evidence for all these cascs. On the 
side of the Petitioner /Workman Sri K . Umapathy , 
Petitioner in I. D .No . 156 /2001, and Sri K .Mohan). Pctitioner 
in I.D .No. 262/ 2001 have been examined as WWI and 
WW2 respectively . As per the memo filed by the learned 
counsel for the RespondentManagement, ile evidence 
given by one Divisional Engineer , Mr. P Chandrasekar, 
who has been examined as a common witness MW1 in 
I. D .No . 11/2001, has been treated as a common evidence 
for this case and other similar connected cases. On the 
side of the Petitioner , the xerox copy of the service 
certificates have been inarked as common Workmen 
Exhibits. On tlic side of the Manageinent the Xerox copy 
of the services certificate of WWI filed before the 
conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox copies of the 
original muster rolls which are mentioncd in those Service 
certificates under Ex.W1 10 W3 have been marked as 
Ex.MI,M2 to M75 . The leamed counsel for the II Party / 
Management has advanced his arguments. 

3. The Point for my consideration is — 
" Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecommucations, Kancheepuram in terminating 
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the services of Shri S . Palayam , CasualMazdoor 
is lagal and justified , If not, to what relief, is he 

entitled ? " 
Point: 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
been conducted . Two out of these Pctitioners have been 
examined as WW1 and WW2. W1 series, W2 and W3 
series, the service certificates of WW1 and WW2 
respectively have been marked . On the side of the 
Management the Xerox copy of the services certificate 
of WW I filed before the conciliating authority earlier 
and the Xerox copies of the originalmuster rolls which 
are mentioned in those Service certificates under Ex.WI 
to W3 have been marked as Ex . MI, M2 to M75 . Apart 
from these documents the other Petitioners also filed in 
Court individually in their respective cases as the service 
certificates issued to them mentioning their servicc 
particulars, which are remained unmarked documents. 
The common claim made by all these Petitioners in their 
respective industrial dispute against the Respondent) 
Telecom Department is that the termination of the Peti 
tioners from service by the RespondentManagement is 
illegal and they must be reinstated in service by the Re 
spondentManagement from the date of their respective 
termination from service as mentioned in their respec 
tive Claim Statements. They have raised these claims 
based on the service records. They were filed into Court 
in their respective cases. WW1 and WW2 have spoken 
about their respective service certificates they have filed 
into Court in their respective cases . In the cross cxami 
nation of both the Petitioners WW1 and WW2, they have 
admitted that they have given their service particulars to 
the Respondent Department as per the direction of the 
department for consideration to confer temporary status 
mazdoors only . It is their further contention in the evi 
dence that at the inception when they met the Telecom 
people , who were doing the work of the department near 
their house, requested thosc permanent employecs of the 
Respondent/ Telecom Department like lineman to give 
them work and as per their direction they went to see the 
Assistant Engineer , and requested liim to provide work 
in the Respondent/Department WW1and WW2 who 
have deposed as common witnesses for these Petitioners 
have stated in the cross cxamination that they have not 
mentioned all these things in their Clain Statements and 
they have not mentioned so in their earlier Claim Ştate 
ments filed before the Regional Commissioner of Labour, 
Chennai, in the conciliation proceedings. They further 
say that tliey do not know the name of the Assistant 
Engincer, whom they met and asked for work . It is their 
further evidence, that they used 10 get the wagesby sign 
ing uic muster rolls and the numbers ofmuster rolls men 
tioned in their respective service certificates are true and 


correct and their respective names are available in those 
original muster rolls mentioned in their respective ser 
vice certificates. They further say in the cross examina 
tion that they mentioned in their respective Claim State 
ments that they were given service certificates by the 
Assistant Engineer for the days they worked in the Re 
spondent Department. They have also denied the sugges 
tion in the cross examination , that the service certificates 
produced by these Petitioners in their respective cases 
are all false certificates and they were created by them . 
They have also denied the suggestion that they have not 
worked in the Respondent/ Telecom Department ſor the 
period they have mentioned by days in their respective 
Claim Statements. On the side of the Respondent/Man 
agement, the evidence given by Divisional Engineer, one 
Mr. P . Chandrasekar asMWI earlier has been treated as 
common evidence for this case and similar connected 
other cases as per the memo filed by the learned counsel 
for the RespondentManagement. According to the Peti 
tioner, he was engaged by the Respondent/Management 
Department of Telecom -inunication as casual mazdoor 
in the year 1984 and worked continuously till 1995 as he 
has stated in his Claim Slateinent. It is his further alloga 
tion in the Claim Statement that all of a sudden he was 
terminated and the action of theRespondentManagement, 
Telecommunication Department in terminating him from 
service in not following the provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act , 1947 is ab initio void and illegal Since the 
said action of the Respondent/Management is illegal, hc 
must be reinstated in service by the Respondent Man 
agement from the date of the alleged tcrinination of ser 
vice in the year 1995 . But it is the contention of the 
Respondent Management and also the evidence ofMWI 
that service certificates filed by the Petitioners are all 
false and created by themselves and they have not men 
tioned anything with regard to availability of service cer 
tiſicates in their Claim Statoinents . The learned counsel 
for the Rcspondent Management would ſurther contend 
that in thic Claim Ştatement of the Petitioners nothing 
has been mentioned as to who appoint them and where 
they have worked and who in the Respondent Depart 
ment has terminated them from service . There is no ap 
pointment order as well as the termination order passed 
by UeRespondent/Management for thesc Petitioners to 
claim that they were appointed by the Respondent/ 
Telecom Departinent and lie was terminated against the 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 According 
to theManagement of Telecom ) Departinent, these pcoplc 
were engaged in the year 1995 and soinc persons were 
engaged at the end of 1994 for assisting the regular staff 
of the Respondent/ Telecom Department for laying the 
cables, and crecting poles and other connected casual 
works. It is the specific stand of the Respondent/Managc 
ment that all llicsc Pctitioners have notworked for 240 days 
and in the Counter Statement ſiled by the Respondent/Man 
agement in uicir respective cases, the days for which the 
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concerned Potitioner hnd worked in the Respondent De 
partment has been clearly given . It is their further conten 
tion that service certificates reliod upon by thesc Petition 
ers as issued by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom 
Department were not issued by the department and they 
were created by the Petitioners themselves and the particu 
lars of the alleged service in the Telecom Departmentmen 
tioned in the scrvice certificates said to have been issued 
by the officials of the RespondentDopartment from 1984 
to 1995 are all bogus. By sufficient documentary evi 
dence, through Ex.M2 to M75 originalmuster rolls in the 
Cross examination of WWI and WW2 and through the 
conimon evidence ofMW1 It hasbeen established that the 
particulars given in the scrvice certificates by the Petition 
ers are bogus . WW1 and WW2 have clearly admitted in 
thcir cross examination when their attention have been 
drawn to the entries in the originalmuster rolls mentioned 
in their service certificates that their names have not been 
available in the original muster rolls, maintained by the 
Telecom Department. The xerox copy of those muster rolls 
have been cxhibited on the side of the RespondentMan 
agement as Management Exhibits M2 to M75 . In the cross 
cxamination of the common witness for the Management 
MW1, no suggestion is put to him about the work of the 
Petitioner for 240 days in the Telecom Department. No 
suggestion was put in thc cross examination ofMW1 that 
uic particulars furnished in the service certificates produced 
by die Petitioners are not bogus but they arc genuine. On 
ulic side of the Petitioners, no one has been examined as a 
witness to prove the scrvice certificates they are relying 
upon . The officials in the Telecom Department, who said 
to have issued thosc certificates have not been cxamined 
by the Petitioners to prove their respective service certifi 
catcs. From these common evidences available , it is seen 
that thicsc Pctitioners liave worked for few days by assist 
ing the regular staff of the Respondent Telecom Depart 
mcnt in carrying out the departmental work as Casual 
Labourers. From theavailable evidence , it is soon that these 
Petitioners were engaged as CasualLabourers by the rcgu 
lar departmentalworkmen for the scasonal work of the de 
partment they were attending and they were discngaged on 
complction of the particular work . From this it is seen that 
the contention of thic Petitioner in the Claim Statement that 
the work will be available always and it is perennial type of 
work are all falsc , The Pctitioners who have becii cxan 
incd as connon witnesses forworkmaiasWW1 and WW2 
have admitted that they were cngaged as Casual Labourers 
by the regular staff of uic department only to assist them 
for doing the departmental work as and when it was ncces 
sary . From the cvidence available in this case , it is seen 
that Petitioners who have been working as casual muazdoors 
temporarily by assisting Uic regular and permanent staff of 
Respondent/ Tclccom Deparuinent have discngaged . since 
thework they were attended were completed and thicre was 
no further work for them to do So from the materials avail 
able in this casc by way of exhibits and ovidence, it is clearly 
established by the Respondent/Managementby production 
of original inustor rolls which have bech referred to in ser 
vicc certificates of the Petitioners that the Petitioners have 
never worked as Casual Labourers under thosc muster rolls 
for the said period and have not been paid wages by the 


department. From this, it is seen as contended by the learned 
counsel for the RespondentManagement in his argument 
that the particulars given in the service certificates produced 
by the Petitioners are not true particulars but they are bo 
gus certificates. If really , the particulars given in the ser 
vice certificates relied upon by the Petitioners are true, the 
Respondent/Department would have granted teinporary sta 
tus mazdoors for Casual Labourers. From the cvidenco 
available in these cases, it is abundantly proved by the Re 
spondent/Department that these Pctitioners have not worked 
continuously from 1984 to 1993 . Further , it is seen from 
the evidence available that thc Pcultioner was engaged by 
the department as Casual Labourer only for a short period 
as and whon required and he was given wages on daily 
rated basis . It is the evidence ofMW 1 that the work the 
Petitioners were doing as Casual Labourers was only sca 
sonal work and it was not a continuous one and it is not 
available all through the year. It cannotbc denied that the 
work thcse Petitioners attended as CasualLabourers in the 
Respondent/Managonient Department were only develop 
ment work like opening new telephone cxchanges and 
strengthening the existing exchanges and they were donc 
as project works and on completion ofdat work , these Pe 
titioners have no work in the department to continue in 
service . It is the definite evidence ofMWI that on check 
ing the service particulars given by thic Petitioners, the de 
partment has found that the particulars they ſumishcd arc 
not true and they were found to be bogus. All these things 
cannot be denied . It has been demonstrated before this Tri 
bunal by the RespondentManageincnt by relevant docu 
ments that the names of the Petitioners were not available 
in the original muster rolls that has been mentioned in thcir 
service certificates. From this , .. is cstablished that the par 
ticulars given in their service certificates are false. No dato 
of issuc of those servicc ccrtificates is available in the ser 
vicc certificates. Thc Pctitioners who have been examined 
as common witnesses for thcsc Petitioners as WWI and 
WW2 also have not stated in thcir cvidence . Hic dates on 
which they were issued thosc service certificates by thic 
conceriod officials in the department If they were really 
issucd by the officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
incnt as a record for thcir service in the department, the 
Petitioner would not have been failed to mention all these 
things in their respective Claim Statements. Thenon -men 
tion of the samc in thcir Claim Stalcincnts and the produc 
tion of these certificates without my basis during trial of 
die cascs before this Tribunal go to show that thcsc Peti 
tioners hcrc ctcated them for the purpose of uiesc caşcs is 
the RespondentManagemcut coniends it. From the avail 
able materials, it is seen that the Respondent/Management 
in regular course did not cmploy Petitioners and they were 
1101 given independçil work . so the question of retrench 
ment from service does not at all arisc So under such cir 
cunstances, the question of Respondents not following 
thic provisions of Industrial Disputes Act . 1947 ond uie is 
Suavicc of prior notice and compensation under Section 25F 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will not at all arisc . As per 
Die recent decisions of tic Supreme Coun , Uic Petitionerhas 
to prove conclusively with acceptable . Icgal cvidence that 
hchosworked in die Respondent/ Telecom Depanment as a 
CasilLabour for a continuous period of 240 dispreced 
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ing the date on which they havebeen disengaged from work . 
In the absance of such evidence on the side of the Petitioner , 
it can be concluded that they have no right to claim even 
conferment of temporary status of casualmazdoors and also 
to claim reinstatement in service in theRespondent/ Telecom 
Department. So , under such circumstances, from the avail 
able materials it is seen that the action of the Management of 
Telecom Department in not engaging these Petitioners as 
casual mazdoors , subsequent to completion of work for which 
they have engaged is legal and justified . Hence, thiş Peti 
tioner is not entitled to the relief he prayed for in his Claim 
Statement. Thus, the point is answered accordingly , 

6 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the Claim 
Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002.) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
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faret, 21 995, 2002 
01.31 . 2017. - Hafia e fuft47 , 1947 ( 1947 
T 14 ) 1 URT 17 3ERy # 14 HSR R HER 
विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के 
बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक 
37ftTM, TER HGH TU ( 21/2001 ) yra 
A , 974 HR 21 - 5 - 2002 919 3 11 
[ . 39 - 40012/302/99 -379.371. ( 31. 7.) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 
S . O . 2017. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputc Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947) , the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 21/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to themanagement of Telecom Deptt. and their workman , 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21 -5 - 2002 

¡No. L - 40012 / 302/99- IR (DU ) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Friday, the 17th May , 2002 
PRESENT : 

K . Karthikcyan , Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 21/2001 
( Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal ID No. 20 / 2000 ) 

(In thematter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub -section 2 ( A ) of Sec 
tion 10) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947) , 
between thic Worknian Sri S . Narayanasamyand the Man 
agement of Superintendent of Post Offices, Cuddalore 
Division , and the Post Master General, Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 
Sri S . Narananasamy : I Party /Workman 

AND 
1 . The Superintendent of : Il Party Management 
Post Offices, Cuddalore 
Division 
2 The Post Master General, Chennai. 
Appearance : 
For the Workman : Mr. M .Gopalswamy, 

Advocate 


For the Management 1 & 2 : Mr. Lakshmi 

Narayanan 

ACGSC 
The Govt. of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section (1 ) and 
sub -section 2 (A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), have referred the concerned dispute 
for adjudication vide Order No . L - 40012/302 /99/ IR (DU ) 
dated 27 -01-2000 . 

When the matter came up before me for final 
hearing on 2 -4 -2002, upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
Counter Statement, the other material papers on record , 
the oral and documentary evidence let in on cither side, 
the written arguments filed by the learned counsel on 
either side this matter having stood over till this date 
for consideration , this Tribunal has passed the 
following : 

AWARD 
The IndustrialDispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the CentralGovt, for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows: 

" Whether the Superintendent of Posts , Cuddalore 
is justified in not regularising and terminating the 
services of Shri S . Narayanasamy ? If not, to what 
relief, the workman he is entitled ?" 

2 . The averments in the Claim Statement filed by 
the I Party /Workman Sri S . Narayanasamy (hereinafter 
refers to as Petitioner ) are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner joined the post of EDDA /Mail Car 
rier of M . Adanur Branch Officc by an order issued by 
the Assistant Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Chidambaram dated 1 - 12 - 93 . That was a provisional ap 
pointment on an application sent by the Petitioner . By a 
memo dated 22- 8 - 94 , the Petitioner s service in the post 
of EDDA/Mail Carrier of M . Adanur was terminated . The 
Petitioner was again provisionally appointed as EDPBM 
of M . Adanur by an oral order of Superintendent of Post 
Offices, Cuddalore Division w . e.f. 25 - 1 - 1996 . He worked 
continuously till 14 - 12 - 98 and subsequent to that he was 
denied employment, in view of one Sri Ravichandran was 
appointed to that post. The District Employment Officer, 
Cuddalore on the request of the Superintendent of Post 
Offices, Cuddalore Division , sponsored a list of candi 
dates for filling up the post of BPM of M . Adanur on a 
perinanent basis . In that list the Petitioner s name was 
omitted improperly. On protestmade by the Petitioner , a 
second list was sent by the District Employment Officer 
with the name of the Petitioner. But, the 1st Respondent 
refused to give interview to the Petitioner along with the 
other candidates on 10 -4 - 96 . The Petitioner has also sent 
direct application to the 1st Respondent urging him to 
admit the Petitioner for the interview on 10 - 4 - 96 . But it 
was all in vain . The Petitioner filed 0 . A . No. 369/ 96 be 
fore the Central Administrative Tribunal, Chennai, pray 
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ing for a direction to the authorities to grant an interview 
to the Petitioner, as his namewas sponsored in the sec 
ond list by the District Employment Officer, Cudalore . 
The said O . A . was dismissed . Then the Petitioner ſiled a 
Writ Petition No. 19656 /99 in the High Court in respect 
of denial of an Interview to the Petitioner on 10 -4 - 96 . 
The removalof the Petitioner from the post of BPM , M . 
Adanur without observing the provisions of Section 25F 
of tlie Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is illegal and non 
est. So , the Petitioner must be deemed to be on perma 
nent employment in that post with continuity of service 
from 25 - 1 - 96 . No notice under section 25F of Industrial 
Disputes Act was given to the Petitioner at the time of 
termination from service w . e.f, 14 - 12 - 98 . The Petitioner 
had served for a continuous period of two years, ten 
months and twenty days. The Petitioner s request to thc 
Respondent to include him in the list of 210 days worked 
employees was rejected . No reason was given for retrench 
mentof the Petitioner from service and no compensation 
was paid . Thc Petitioner filed by thc Petitioner before 
the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central) Chennai 
for conciliation ended in a failurc. Hence , the Govern 
ment had referred this matter as an industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication . Hence, it is prayed that 
this Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased to pass an award 
holding that the action of the Respondent in terininating 
the services of the Petitioner as Branch Post Master for 
M . Adanur is unjustified and illegal and consequently 
directing the Respondent to reinstate the Petitioner in 
service as Branch Post Master, M . Adanur/any other place 
in Cuddalore District with full back wages, continuity of 
service with all other attendant and consequential ben 
efits. 

3. The averments in the Counter Statement of the 
II Party Management Superintendent of Post Offices . 
Cuddalore Division (hereinafter refers to as Respondent ) 
arc briefly as follows: - - 

The Petitioner is not a workman under Industrial 
Dispute Act and hence the pelition is liable to be dis 
missed in limine . The Petitioner worked as a EDDA/Mail 
Carrier on M .Adanur Branch Office on provisional basis 
from 1- 12 - 43 to 24 -8 - 94 . As per the instructions of Chief 
Post Master General, Tamil Nadu Circle Chennai by his 
letter dated 23- 12 -93 for inclusion in the dovetailed list 
of Casual Labourer , the E . D . outsider should have been 
employed before 11-02 -88 besides completing 240 days 
of service in any two years prior to 11- 2 -88 or after 11-2 
88 . The Petitioner had been engaged as EDDA/Mail Car 
rier of M . Adanur Branch Office from 1 - 12 -93 only . As 
per the said letter of instructions, if the outsider was en 
gaged after 11 -2 -88 in order to be included in the dove 
tailed list of Casual Labourer, he should have been in 
service continuously for not less than thrcc ycars at the 
time of discharge. Thereforc, on both these counts , the 
Petitioner is not eligible to be continued as EDDA Mail 


Carrier of M . Adanur Branch Office . The Petitioner was 
allowed to work as Branch Post Master of M . Adanur 
Branch Office only on stop - gap arrangement w .e .f. 25 - 1 
1996 . Further he was allowed to work as a Branch Post 
Master conținuously from 25- 1 - 96 to 14 - 12 - 98 as per the 
interim order passed in 0 . A . No. 369/96 of Central Ad 
ministrative Tribunal, Chennai. Thereafter, the Central 
Administrative Tribunal by an order dated 16 - 11 -98 dis 
misscd the said 0 , A . and directed to finalişe the selec 
tion process within four wecks from 16 - 11- 98 . Pursuant 
to the said direction , 01 M . Ravichandran , a meritorious 
candidatc was selected and appointed as Branch Post 
Master w .e . f. 14 -12 - 98 . One B , Mohan , Branch Post 
Masterwas pronoted as a PostMan w .e. f. 29 - 1 - 96 . Since 
there was no possibility to fill up the post immediately , 
the Petitioner was provisionally appointed as Branch Post 
Master w . e.f. 25 -01-96 . The 2nd list furnished by the 
employment exchange should not normally be accepted 
unless there is mention in the first list to the effect that 
further list will follow . In the first list dated 1- 2 - 96 of the 
Employment Exchange for communication further list 
will follow is not found . The other three lists were not 
taken into consideration and the applications were not 
sent to all candidates including the Petitioner. Further, 
seniority in the Employment Exchange is not the only 
eligibility condition for the post. The application of the 
Petitioner dated 20 - 3 - 96 was received at the office of the 
Respondent on 21-8 -96 . But the same was rejected as 
there was no provision of considering the application re 
ceived directly instead of candidates sponsored by Em 
ployment Exchange. The termination of the service of 
the Petitioner is neither illegal nor arbitrary . It is justifi 
able . Hence , it is prayed that this Hon ble Tribunal may 
be plcased to dismiss the claim of the Petitioner. 

4 . When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
Petitioner himself has examined as WW1 and had filed 
four documents as Ex. W1 to W4. The Respondent had 
examined one witness asMW1 and marked 6 documents 
as Ex Ml 10 M6 . The leanied counsel on either side have 
filed their respective written arguments . 

5. The Point for my consideration is - 
" Whether the Superintendent of Posts, Cuddalore 
is justified in not regularising and terminating the 
scrices of Shri S . Narayansamy ? If not, to what 
relief, the workman is entitled ?" 
Point : — 

It a admitted that the Petitioner was appointed on 
provisional basis as EDDA /Mail Carrier of M . Adanur 
Branch Office by th¢ Assistant Superintendent of Post 
Offices, Chidambaram . It is also admitted that the Peti 
tioner was appointed as Branch Post Master, M . Adanur 
Branch Post Office from 25 - 1 - 96 as stop - gap arrange 
ment and his scrvices were terminated on 13 - 12 - 98 in 
pursuance of the order passed by the Central Administra 


5930 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JUNE 15 , 2002 /JYAISTHA 25 , 1924 


(PART II - - SEC, 3 (ii )] 


tive Tribunal, Chennai Bench in 0 . A . No . 369/ 96 dated 
16 - 11 - 98 . The xerox copy of that order is Ex. M2. On 
14 -12 -98 , one Mr. Ravichandran took charge of the post 
of Extra Departmental Branch Post Master, M . Adanur 
from the leave substitute one Sri . S . Adal. The xerox copy 
of that document dated 14 - 12 - 98 is Ex. W1. It is the evi 
dence of MW1 that the Petitioner was employed as pro 
visionalEDDA for the period of less than three years and 
that consequent on the promotion of the Branch Post 
Master of Adanur Branch Office that post became vacant 
and that as regular appointment could not be made im 
mediately , the Petitioner was appointed as Branch Post 
Master , Adanur Branch Post Office from 25 - 1- 96 as a 
stop gap arrangement and that the post was filled up by 
regular appointnient by terminating the services of the 
Petitioner on 14 - 12 - 98 in pursuance of the order passed 
by the Central Administrative Tribunal, Chennai Bench 
in O . A . No, 369/ 96 . All these facts have not been dis 
puted by the Petitioner. In the cross examination , the 
Petitioner as WW1 had admitted that at the time of his 
service has been discharged , he had not put in service 
continuously for not less than three years. Ex. Ml is the 
xerox copy of the instructions given by the Chief Post 
Master General, Tamil Nadu Circle , Chennai dated 
23 - 12 - 93 in respect of considering appointment of Ca 
sual Labourers and E . D . outsiders to E .D . Posts. It is the 
evidence ofMWI in thc cross examination that provi 
sional appointees used to be included in the dovetailed 
list, if they satisfy the conditions mentioned in Ex, MI 
and that as per the instructions in Ex .Ml for filling up 
the vacancy of the post in the department in the cadre of 
EDDPM Employnient Exchange can be approached for 
sponsoring candidates, only after exhausting the dove 
tailed list and that as per subsequent instructions issued 
by the Department, they used to call for candidates spon 
sored by Employment Exchange and also persons in the 
dovetailed list for interview to fill up the vacancy in 
EDBPM cadre. It is also evidence that if a nominee of 
EDBPM works continuously for 240 days prior to 11 - 2 
88 can be considered as Casual Labourers for inclusion 
in the dovetailed list. In Ex. Mi it is clearly mentioned 
that as per the directions given by the Central Adminis 
trative Tribunal to frame a scheme of regular absorption 
of ED outsiders engaged by the department in various 
vacancies as a one time measure , cut off date has been 
adopted as 11- 2 - 1988 and that ED . outsiders whose ser 
vices have engaged before 11 -2 -88 only will be eligible 
for inclusion in the dovetailed list and they should have 
completed 240 days of service in any two years prior 10 
11 -2 - 88 or after 11 - 2 -88 and that candidates initially en 
gaged in service after 11 - 2 - 88 are not cligible for 
regularisation even if they have completed 240 days of 
service in any two years after their engagement. It is fur 
ther mentioned in that instructions under Ex ,Mi, provi 
sional appointees for ED posts who are appointed after 
11- 2 -88 and allowed to continue for more than 240 days 


will also be included in the dovetailed list based on their 
seniority , if they had put in not less than three years of 
service as per DG Posts letter dated 18 -5 -79 and that this 
provisional appointees who have completed 240 days in 
any two years after 11- 2 - 88 will also be included in the 
dovetailed list based on their seniority . It is not disputed 
that the Petitioner was not engaged prior to 11 - 2 - 88 . His 
first employment on provisional basis as EDDA /Mail 
Carrier was only on 1- 12 - 93 . At the first instance he had 
worked from 01 - 12 - 93 to 24 - 8 - 94 . So he had not worked 
for continuously for a period of three years at the first 
instance when he has been engaged as an outsider in the 
E .D . department on 1- 12 - 93. Subsequently , he was en 
gaged as a stop gap arrangement as E . D . Branch Post 
Master, M . Adanur on 21-5 - 96 . The Petitioner was able 
to continue in thatpost in view of the pending proceed 
ings in 0 . A . No. 369/96 before the Central Administra 
tive Tribunal, Chennai Bench and his services were ter 
ininated on 14 - 12 - 98 in pursuance of the order passed by 
the said Tribunal in that O . A , on 16 - 11 - 98 . Ex. W4 is the 
xerox copy of the termination order given to the Peti 
tioner, wherein it is stated that the services of the Peti 
tioner were discharged w .e.f. 14 - 12 -98 consequent on the 
judgement of Central Administrative Tribunal Chennai 
Bench dated 16 - 11 - 98 filed by him and O . A . No . 369/96 
against selection of BPM of M . Adanur and his past ser 
vice in this department will not confer upon him any 
right for future claim in this department. So , from this it 
is seen that only in pursuance of the pending proceedings 
of O . A . No. 369/ 96 filed by the Petitioner before the 
Central Administrative Tribunal, Chennai Bench , he was 
able to continue in servicc ull 14 - 13 - 98 as it is seen from 
Ex, W4. So, from all these things, it is seen that the Peti 
tioner is found incligible to have his name included in 
the dovetailed list of the RespondentDepartment. 

6 . The learned counsel for the Respondent had sub 
mjiled in his written argument that as stated in the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent that the Petitioner having 
worked as Extra Departmental Branch Post Master gov 
erned by statutory regulations of the department and is 
not a workman under Industrial Disputes Act, as per the 
decision of the SupremçCourt in Theyyam Joseph s casc . 
So , the Pctitioner cannot claim benefits under Industrial 
Disputes Act as he cannot be considered as a workman 
under Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . This contention of 
the learned counsel for theRespondent cannot be accepted 
because the Supreme Court in a case reported as 1997 (8 ) 
SCC 767 has overruled the Supreme Court Decision in 
the Theyyam Joseph s casc holding that the decision in 
Theyyam Joseph s casc is not the correct law . Hence , the 
arguincnts advanced by the learned counsel for thc Rc 
spondent that Postal Department cannot be considered as 
an industry as per the decision of the Supreme Court in 
Theyyam Joseph s case and the employees of the Postal 
Department cannot be considered as workmen under In 
dustrial Disputes Act cannotbe accepted as correct. The 
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Petitioner who has been engaged by the Respondent Postal 
Department first as Extra Departmental Delivery Agent/ 
Mail Carrier from 1 - 12 - 93 to 22 -08 - 94 and next as Ex 
tra Departmental Branch Post Master of M . Adanur from 
25 - 1 - 96 to 14 - 12 - 98 can be considered as a workman as 
per the Industrial Disputes Act. So far as the first en 
gagement is concerned , though the Petitioner has worked 
more than 240 days continuously for his earlier non 
employment from 22 - 8 - 94 the Petitioner has not raised 
any dispute stating that this disengagement from ser 
vice by the Respondent Department without following 
the provisions of Section 23F of Industrial Disputes Act , 
1947 is illegal. The present dispute is only with regard 
to his termination of service as Extra Departmental 
Branch Post Master of M . Adanur from 14 - 12 -98 . It is 
the plea of the Petitioner that the action of the Respon 
dent/Superintendent of Post Offices, Cuddalore in not 
regularising and terminating the services of the Peti 
tioner is unjustified , since it is in violation of Industrial 
Disputes Act by not giving one month s notice giving 
reasons for retrenchment and by not paying any com 
pensation . Admittedly , the Petitioner was allowed to 
continue in that post as Extra Departmental Branch Post 
Master, M . Adanur which has been made as a stop gap 
arrangement only in pursuance of the order passed by 
the Central Administrative Tribunal , Chennai Bench in 
0 . A . No. 369/ 96 filed by the Petitioner. It is not dis 
puted that subsequent to the dismissal of O . A . No. 369/ 
96 by the Central Administrative Tribunal, Chennai 
Bench on 16 - 11- 98 , the post was filled up by regular 
appointment on 4 - 12 -98 and consequently , the Petitioner 
was terninated from service. So , under such circum 
stances, for the period of service of the Petitioner in the 
Respondent Department as Extra Departmental Branch 
Post Master, M . Adanur from 25 -01- 96 to 14 - 12 - 98 can 
not be taken for consideration for the cligibility period 
of service for the Petitioner to claim benefits under sec 
tion 25F of Industrial Disputes Act or even to claim a 
right to have his name included in the dovetailed list of 
the RespondentDepartment. Under such circumstances, 
it can be held that the Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Cuddalore is justificd in not regularising and terminat 
ing the services of Sri S . Narayanasamy, the I Party / 
Workman , Hence , the concerned workman is not en 
titled for any relief. Thus, the point is answered 
accordingly . 


Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party /Workmen : 
W . W .1 Shri S . Narayanasamy 
For the II Party Management: - 
MW1 Shri S . Ganesan 
Exhibits Marked : 
For the I Party / Claimant :- - 
Ex. Date 

Description 
No . 
w1 14 - 12 - 98 Xerox copy of the charge report 

with regard to handed over of of 
fice records of M . Adanur by Sri 

S . Adal to Sri Ravichandran 
W2 14 - 12 - 98 Xerox copy of the charge report 

and receipt for cash and stamps 

on transfer of charge. 
W3 19 -04 -2000 Xerox copy of the circular issued 

by the Superintendent of Post 
Offices, Cuddalore Division Call 
ing for applications for the post 

of EDDPM . 
W4 04 -01- 99 Xerox copy of the order of ter 

mination issued by the Superin 
tendent of Post Offices, Cudda 

lore Division to the Petitioner. 
For the II Party /Management:- - 
Mi 23 -12 -93 Xerox copy of the circular issued 

by Chief Post Master General, 
Tamil Nadu circle to all PMsG / 
SPO / APMG with regard to ap 

pointment to ED posts. 
M2 16 - 11 - 98 Xerox copy of the order of Cen 

tral Administrative Tribunal, 
Madras Bench in 0 . A . No. 369 

of 1996 
M3 Nil. 

Xerox copy of the writ petition filed 
before the High Court as W .P . No, 
19656 /98 and thc copy of Affida 

vits filed along with that petition 
M4 09-03 -99 Xerox copy of the Counter affi 

davit filed by Respondents 1 and 
2 before the High Court in W . P . 

No. 19656 of 1998 . 
M5 12 -02 - 2001 Xerox copy of the order of High 

Court in W .P . No . 19656 of 1998 

and WMP No . 29811 of 1998 
M6 31 -08 - 98 Xerox copy of the letter from 

Chief PostMaster General, Tamil 
Nadu Circlc 10 All PMswith re 
gard to recruitment of ED agents 
through Employment Exchange, 


7. In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
I Party /Petitioner /Workman Sri S. Narayanasamy is not 
entitled for any relief. No Cost . 


(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced bymein the open court 
on this day the 7th May , 2002 .) 


K .KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
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a facent, 21 7 , 2002 
1. 3 . 2018. - alfa fet 3f4f29, 1947 
( 1947 91 14 ) # 7 ERI 17 181427 , 19 R 
संचार विभाग के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के 
बीच, अनुबंध में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक 
Trafo 4910 ( H 346 /2001 ) Tafta 
7 ,7 14 Hear 21- 5 - 2002 7 537 | 1 
( F . 199 -40012 /421/2000 — 371$. 377 ( 41. .) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2002 

$ . 0 . 2018 . — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref . No. 346 / 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecoin Deptt. and their work 
man , which was received by the Central Government on 
21 -5 - 2002 

[ No. L -40012/421/2000 - IR (DU )] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 30th April , 2002 
PRESENT : 

K . Karthikeyan , Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 346 /2001 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) and sub - section 2 ( A ) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 ( 14 of 
1947 ), between Sri K . Narayanan and the Management 
of General Manager, Telecom .] 

BETWEEN 
Sri K . Narayanan : 1 Party /Workman 

AND 
The GeneralManager, : Il Party Management 
Telecommunications , 
Chengalpattu , Chennai. 
Appearance : 
For the Workman : M /s. M .Gnanasckar, 

C . Premavathi 

Advocates 
For the Management : Sri R . Kanniappan 

Addl. C .G . S . C . 
The Govt. of India , Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1) and 


sub -section 2 (A ) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 ( 14 of 1947 ) , have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L - 40012 /421/ 
2000/IR (DU ) dated 27 - 12 -2000 . 

On reccipt of records from the Govt. of India ,Min 
istry of Labour, the case has been taken on file as I.D . 
No. 346 / 2001 and notices were sent to the parties to the 
dispute , with a direction to appear before this Tribunal 
on 14 -2 - 2001 and to filc their respective Claim State 
ment and Counter Statements. Accordingly , the learned 
counsels on record on either side have filed their respec 
tive Claim Statement and counter statement and 
prosecuted the case further . 

When the matter came up before me for finalhcar 
ing on 01-04 - 2002, upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
Counter Statement, the other material papers on record , 
the oral and documentary evidence let in on cither side 
as common evidence for this case and the connected simi 
lar cases and after hearing the arguments advanced by 
the learned counsel for the II Party Management alonc , 
this matter having stood over till this date for consider 
ation , this Tribunal has passed the following : 

AWARD 
The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above or 
der of reference by the Central Govt. for adjudication by 
this Tribunal is as follows : 

" Whether the termination and non -regularisation 
of Sri K . Narayanan by themanagement of Telecom 
Department is legal and justified ? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled ?" 

2 . The facts of the industrial dispute as pleaded by 
the I Party /Workman are briefly as follows : 

The I Party /Workman Sri K . Narayanan (herein 
after refers to as Petitioner) was engaged as casual labour 
in the II Party /Management Telecom Department (hcre 
inafter refers to as Respondent) on 15- 10 -84 for digging, 
drawing wires, laying posts and for other allied jobs as 
directed by his superiors, He was paid daily rated wages . 
Though the Petitionerhas becn continuously working with 
the Respondent, and has put in 1840 nunber of days of 
service , he had not been regularised . The Department of 
Telecommunication in order to absorb the casual 
mazdoors working in the department for a long period 
formulated a Scheme known as casualmazdoors (Grant 
of Temporary Status and Regularisation ) Scheme. The 
Respondent/ Telecom Department failed 10 confer tem 
porary status on the Petitioner under the said Scheme, 
which is illegal and arbitrary . The I Party /Workman has 
been denied employment w . e. f. 23- 05- 1995 and, when 
lis services were terminated he was getting Rs. 1600 per 
month . When he approached thç concerned authority for 
conferment of temporary status , he was informed that he 
will be taken back to duty, The Petitioner was waiting 
for orders from the Respondent/ Telecom Department re 
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garding his re -engagement.However, hehas not received 
any orders nor he was taken back to duty so far, His ser 
vice was utilised for the regular work that is perennial in 
nature. Therefore, when the work and the necessity to 
engage the Petitioner continuous, there is no reason or 
justification for denying the employment to the Petitioner. 
No rcason was given by the Respondent/ Telecom De 
partment for terminating the services of the Petitioner 
and the Respondent failed to follow the principles of natu 
ral justice. No enquiry was conducted and the Petitioner 
was not given any opportunity before his scrvices were 
discontinued . The Petitioner has put in more than a de 
cude continuous service and the termination of his ser 
vicc is in violation of the provisions of Section 25F of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Further, the Petitioner 
was not given any notice or compensation in terms of the 
said provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Hence , 
the action of the Respondent/Department in terminating 
the services of the Petitioner without notice or compen 
sation is ab initio void and the Pctitioner is deemed to be 
in continuous in service and therefore, is entitled to be 
reinstated with all other service benclits including arrears 
ofback wages. The Respondent ought to have conferred 
temporary status as per the temporary status scheme and 
ſurther absorbed him against regular Group D post. The 
Respondent/ Telecom Department s action in not doing 
so is illegal and arbitrary . Hence, this industrial dispute 
has been raised against the Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment for a declaration that the order of termination dated 
23 -05 -95 is illegal and arbitrary and consequently for a 
direction to the Respondent Management to reinstate the 
Petitioner in servicc w c.f 23 -05 - 1995 and to pay all ar 
rcars of back wages and all other attendant benefits . 

3. The II Party Management Telecom Department 
has Gled a Counter Statenicnt denying the allegations of 
the Petitioner in the Claim Statement about his appoint 
ment as Casual Labour on 15 - 10 - 84 and his contention 
about continuous working with the Respondent/Depart 
ment for a period of 1810 number of days of, scrvice and 
the alleged termination of the Petitioner from service on 
23 -05 - 1995 . It is further alleged that the Pctitioner was 
engaged purely on casual basis for thc unskilled work 
ic 10 carry out digging, drawing out wires, laying posts 
and for other casual works on daily rated wages during 
1994 - 95 for a period of 212 days only . The department 
used to engage the Petitioner as and when there was work . 
In 1989 , a Sclicmc called "Grant of Temporary Status to 
Casual Labourers was introduced for the Casual 
Labourers who actually worked . The essential conditions 
of Ilic schemc are — 

1. The casual labour should have been engaged 

prior to 31- 3 - 1985: 


3. He should have put in 240 days continuous ser 

vice in any one of the preceding years prior to 

01- 10 - 1989; and 
4 . There should notbe a break for a period of more 

than one year. 

The petitioner was directed to furnish the service 
particulars to grant temporary status and the petitioner 
also furnished the scrvice particulars. Since the petitioner 
did not fulfil all the aforesaid mandatory conditions hc 
could not be granted TSM status. The service particulars 
submitted by the Petitioner were scrutinized and found 
to be bogus. The petitioner had produced false service 
certificates with a view to get the benefits like 
regularisation etc. from the department. So , the depart 
ment did not consider the claim of the Petitioner . The 
allcged work done by the Petitioner is not skilled and 
perennial in nature. As on date, the department is not 
engaging Casual Labour like the Petitioner for any pur 
pose and also not doing such type of work as done by the 
Petitioner. Since there is no work and there is no post, 
there is no scope for the Petitioner for his re-employment 
in the Respondent/ Telecom Department. The Petitioner 
was cngaged on casual basis as and when required by the 
department, hence, he is not eligible for reinstatement as 
per thc law and as well as Temporary Status Mazdoor 
Scheme. Hence, it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal 
may be pleased to dismiss the claim petition . 

4. When the matter was taken up for enquiry , the 
leamed counsel on either siderepresented that this case along 
with the similar industrial disputes raised by the workmen 
like the Petitioner pending enquiry before this Tribunal for 
adjudication can be tricd together jointly and the evidence 
given in I. D .No. 156 /2001 on either side can be treated as 
common evidence for all these cases. On the side of the 
Petitioner /Workman Sri K , Umapathy, Petitioner in 
I. D .No. 156 / 2001, and Sri K .Mohan , Petitioner in 
I.D .No.262 /2001 have been examined as WW1and WW2 
respectively. As per the memo filed by the leamed counsel 
for the RespondentManagement, the evidence given by one 
Divisional Engineer, Mr. P . Chandrasekar, who has been 
examined as a common witness MW1 in I.D .No. 11/2001, 
has been treated as a common evidence for this case and 
other similar connected cases. On the side of the Petitioner, 
the xerox copy of the service certificates have been marked 
as cominon Workinen exhibits. On the side of the Manage 
ment the Xcrox copy of the services certificate of WW1 
filed before the conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox 
copies of the original muster rolls which are mentioned in 
those Service certificates under Ex.Wl to W3 have been 
marked as Ex.MI, M2 to M75 , The learned counsel for the 
II Party Management has advanced his arguinents. 

5. The Point for my consideration is 
" Whether the termination and non -regularisation 
of Sri K . Narayanan by the management of Telecom 


2 He should be currently employed on the date of 

thic implementation of Scheme i. e. 01 - 10 - 89 ; 
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Department is legal and justified ? If not , to what 

relief, the workmanis entitled ?” 
Point : 

When the matter was taken up for enquiry , as per 
the request of the learned counsel on either side, a joint 
trial of these 60 cases which are similar in nature has 
been conducted. Two out of these Petitioners have been 
examined as WWI and WW2. W1 series, W2 and W3 
series , the service certificates ofWW1 and WW2 respec 
tively havebeen marked . On the side of theManagement 
the Xerox copy of the services certificate of WW 1 filed 
before the conciliating authority earlier and the Xerox 
copies of the original muster rolls which are mentioned 
in those Service certificates under Ex,W1 to W3 have 
been marked as Ex .MI, M2 to M75 . Apart from these 
documents the other Petitioners also filed in Court indi 
vidually in their respective cases as the service certifi 
cates issued to them mentioning their service particulars, 
which are remained unmarked documents. The common 
claim made by all these Petitioners in their respective 
industrial dispute against the Respondent/ Telecom De 
partment is that the termination of the Petitioners from 
service by the RespondentManagement is illegal and they 
must be reinstated in service by the RespondentMan 
agement from the date of their respective termination from 
serviço asmentioned in their respective Claim Statements . 
They have raised these claims based on the service 
records. They were filed into Court in their respective 
cases. WW1 and WW2 have spoken about their respec 
tive service certificates they have filed into Court in their 
respective cascs . In the cross examination of both the 
Petitioners WW1and WW2, they have admitted that they 
have given their service particulars to the Respondent 
Department as per the direction of the department for 
consideration to confer temporary status mazdoors only. 
It is their further contention in the evidence that at the 
inception when they met the Telecom people , who were 
doing the work of the department near their house, re 
quested those permanent employees of the Respondent/ 
Telecom Department like lineman to give them work and 
as per their direction they went to see the AssistantEngi 
neer, and requested him to provide work in the Respon 
dentDepartment. WW1 and WW2 who have deposed as 
common witnesses for these Petitioners have stated in 
the cross examination that they have not mentioned all 
these things in their Claim Statements and they have not 
mentioned so in their earlier Claim Statements filed be 
fore the Regional Commissioner of Labour, Chennai, in 
the conciliation proceedings. They further say that they 
do not know the name of the Assistant Engineer, whom 
they met and asked for work . It is their further evidence, 
that they used to get the wages by signing the muster 
rolls and the numbers of muster rolls mentioned in their 
respective service certificates are true and correct and 
their respective names are available in those original 


muster rolls mentioned in their respective service certifi 
cates. They further say in the cross examination that they 
mentioned in their respective Claim Statements that they 
were given service certificates by the Assistant Engineer 
for the days they worked in the Respondent/Department. 
They have also denied the suggestion in the cross cxami 
nation , that the service certificates produced by these 
Pctitioners in their respective cases are all false certifi 
cates and they were created by them . They have also de 
nied the suggestion that they have not worked in the Re 
spondent/ Telecom Department for the period they have 
mentioned by days in their respective Claim Statements. 
On the side of the RespondentManagement, the evidence 
given by Divisional Engineer, one Mr. P . Chandrasekar 
as MW1 earlier has been treated as common evidence 
for this case and similar connected other cases as per the 
memo filed by the learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management. According to the Petitioner, he was engaged 
by the Respondent ManagementDepartment of Telecom 
munication as casual mazdoor in the year 1984 and 
worked continuously till 1995 ashe has stated in his Claim 
Statement. It is his further allegation in thc Claim State 
ment that all of a sudden he was terminated and the ac 
tion of the RespondentManagement, Telecommunica 
tion Department in terminating him from service in not 
following the provişions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 is ab initio void and illegal. Since the said action of 
the RespondentManagement is illegal, he must be rein 
stated in service by the RespondentManagement from 
the date of the alleged termination of service in the year 
1995 . But it is the contention of the RespondentMan 
agement and also the evidence ofMW1 that service cer 
tificates filed by the Petitioners are all false and created 
by themselves and they have not mentioned anything with 
regard to availability of service certificates in their Claim 
Statements . The learned counsel for the Respondent 
Management would further contend that in the Claim 
Statement of the Petitioners nothing has been mentioned 
as to who appoint them and where they have worked and 
who in the Respondent Department has terminated them 
from service. There is no appointment order as well as 
the termination order passed by the RespondentManage 
ment for these Petitioner to claim that they were appointed 
by the Respondent Telecom Department and he waster 
minated against the provisions of IndustrialDisputes Act, 
1947. According to theManagement of Telecom Depart 
ment, these people were engaged in the year 1995 and 
some persons were engaged at the end of 1994 for assist 
ing the regular staff of the Respondent/ Telecom Depart 
ment for laying the cables, and erecting poles and other 
connected casual works. It is the specific stand of the 
Respondent Management that all these Petitioners have 
not worked for 240 days and in the Counter Statement 
filed by the RespondentManagement in their respective 
cases, the days for which the concerned Petitioner had 
worked in the Respondent/Department has been clearly 
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given . It is their further contention that seervice certifi 
cates relied upon by these Petitioners as issued by the 
officials of the Respondent/ Telecom Department were 
not issued by the department and thcy were created by 
the Petitioners themselves and the particulars of the al 
leged service in the Telecom Department mentioned in 
the service certificates said to have been issued by the 
officials of the Respondent/Department from 1984 to 1995 
are all bogus. By sufficient documentary evidence , evi 
dence through Ex.M2 to M75 originalmuster rolls in the 
Cross examination of WWI and WW2 and through the 
common evidence of MW1 it has been established that 
the particulars given in the service certificates by the 
Petitioners are bogus . WWI and WW2 have clearly ad 
mitted in their cross examination when their attention 
have been drawn to the entries in the original muster rolls 
mentioned in their service certificates that their names 
have not been available in the original muster rolls , main 
tained by the Telecom Department. Thc xerox copy of 
those muster rolls have been exhibited on the side of the 
Respondent/Management as Management Exhibits M2 
to M75. In the cross examination of the common witness 
for the Management MW1, no suggestion is put to him 
about the work of the Petitioner for 240 days in the 
Telecom Department. No suggestion was put in the cross 
examination of MW1that theparticulars furnished in the 
service certificates produced by the Petitioners are not 
bogus but they are genuine . On the side of the Petition 
ers, no one has been examined as a witness to prove the 
service certificates they are relying upon . The officials 
in the Telecom Department, who said to have issued thosc 
certificates have not been examined by the Petitioners to 
prove their respective service certificates . From these 
common cvidence available , it is seen that thesc Peti 
tioners have worked for few days by assisting the regular 
staff of the Respondent Telecom Department in carrying 
out the departmental work as Casual Labourers. From 
the available evidence, it is scen that these Petitioners 
were engaged as Casual Labourers by the regular depart 
mental workmen for the seasonal work of the department 
they were attending and they were disengaged on comple 
tion of the particular work . From this it is seen that the 
contention of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement that 
the work will be available always and it is perennial type 
of work are all false. The Petitioners who have been ex 
amined as common witnesses for workmen as WWI and 
WW2 have admitted that they were engaged as Casual 
Labourers by the regular staff of the department only to 
assist them for doing the departmental work as and when 
it was necessary . From the evidence available in this case , 
it is seen that Petitioners who have been working as ca 
sual mazdoors temporarily by assisting the regular and 
permanent staff of Respondent/Telecom Departmenthave 
disengaged , since the work they were attended were com 
pleted and there was no further work for them to do . So 
from the materials available in this case by way of exhib 


its and evidence, it is clearly established by the Respon 
dentManagement by production of original muster rolls 
which have been referred to in service certificates of the 
Petitioners that the Petitioners have never worked as Ca 
sual Labourers under those muster rolls for the said pe 
riod and have not been paid wages by the department. 
From this, it is seen as contended by the learned counsel 
for theRespondentManagement in his argument that the 
particulars given in the service certificates produced by 
the Petitioners are not true particulars but they are bogus 
certificates. If really , the particulars given in the service 
certificates relied upon by the Petitioners are thie , the 
Respondent/Department would have granted them tem 
porary status mazdoors for Casual Labourers . From the 
evidence available in these cases, it is abundantly proved 
by theRespondent/Department that these Petitionershave 
110t worked continuously from 1984 to 1995. Further, it 
is seen from the evidence available that the Petitioners 
was engaged by thedepartment as Casual Labourers only 
for a short period as and when required and hewas given 
wages on daily rated basis . It is the evidence of MW 1 
that the work the Petitioners were doing as Casual 
Labourers was only seasonal work and it was not a con 
tinuous one and it is not available all through the ycar It 
cannot be denied that the work thcsc Petitioners attended 
as Casual Labourers in the RespondentManagement de 
partment were only developmentwork like opening new 
telephone exchanges and strengthening the cxisting ex 
changes and they were donc as project works and on 
completion of that work , thesc Petitioners have no work 
in the department to continue in service . It is the deſinite 
evidence of MW1that on checking the service particu 
lars given by the Petitioners, the department has found 
that the particulars they furnished are not true and they 
were found to be bogus. All these things cannot be de 
nied . It has been demonstrated before this Tribunal by 
the RespondentManagement by relevant documents that 
the names of the Petitioners were not available in the 
original inster rolls that has been mentioned in their scr 
vice certificates. From this, it is established that the par 
ticulars given in their service certificates are false . No 
date of issue of those service certificates is available in 
the service certificates. The Petitioners who have been 
examined as common witnesses for these Petitioners as 
WW1 and WW2 also have not stated in their evidence, 
the dates on which they were issucd those service certifi 
cates by the concerned officials in the department If they 
were really issued by the officials of the Respondent 
Telecom Department as a record for their scrvicc in the 
department, the Petitioner would not have been failed to 
mention all these things in their respective Claim State 
ments. The non -mention of the same in their Claim State 
ments and the production of these certificates without 
any basis during trial of the cases before this Tribunal go 
to show that thesc Pctitioners have created them for the 
purpose of these cascs as thic RespondentManagement 


1782 G1/2002 — 48 


5936 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JUNE 15, 2002/ JYAISTHA 23 , 1924 


PART II — SEC , 3 (ii)] 


M3 


M4 
M5 


| 


M6 


| 


M7 


| 


| 


| 


| 


| 


| 


| 


| 


M8 
M9 
M10 
M11 
M12 
Ml 3 
M14 
M15 
M16 
M17 
M18 
M19 
M20 
M21 
M22 
M23 
M24 
M25 
M26 
M27 


| 


| 


| 


| 


| 


Gy. 


| 


contends it . From the available materials , it is seen that 
the RespondentManagement in regular course did not 
employ Petitioners and they were not given independent 
work , so the question of retrenchment from service does 
not at all arise. So under such circumstances, the ques 
tion of Respondents not following the provisions of In 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the issuance of prior no 
tice and compensation under section 25F of Industrial 
Disputes Act , 1947 will not at all arise. As per the recent 
decisions of the Supreme Court , the Petitioner has to prove 
conclusively with acceptable, legal evidence that he has 
worked in the Respondent Telecom Department as a Ca 
sual Labour for a continuous period of 240 days preced 
ing the date on which they have been disengaged from 
work . In the absence of such evidence on the side of the 
Petitioner, it can be concluded that they have no right to 
claim even conferment of temporary status of casual 
mazdoors and also to claim reinstatement in service in 
the Respondent/Telecom Department. So , under such cir 
cumstances, from the available materials it is seen that 
the action of theManagement of Telecom Department in 
not engaging these Petitioners as casual mazdoors , sub 
sequent to completion of work for which they have en 
gaged is legal and justified . Hence, this Petitioner is not 
entitled to the relief he prayed for in his Claim State 
ment. Thus, the point is answered accordingly . 

6 . In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed for in the 
Claim Statement. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him , corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 30th April, 2002.) 

K . KARTHIKEYAN , Presiding Officer 
Common Witnesses Examined : 
For the I Party Workmen : 
W .WL - Sh . K . Umapathy (Petitioner in I. D . 156 / 2001) 
W .W . 2 - Sh . K . Mohan (Petitioner in I.D . 262 /2001) 
For the Il Party /Management : - 
MW . 1 - Sh . P . Chandrasekar (DE(Legal and Commer 

cial)] Examined in I.D . No. 11/ 2001 and has 

taken as Common evidence in this case . 
Common Documents Marked : 
For the I Party/Workmen : 
W 1 Series (7) – Original service certificates issued in 

favour of Petitioners. 
W2 

- Original Service Note Book . 
W 3 Series (7 ) - Xerox copy of the service certificates 

issued in favour of Petitioners. 
For the II Party/Management : 
MI -- Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued in favour of Petitioners . 
M2 

- Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05850 


| 


Xerox copy of M .R . No. 05851 
- - Xerox copy of MR. No. 07188 

Xerox copy of M . R . No. 07193 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 19 /04693 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /04693 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 3/06114 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 9 / 06114 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 18 /06114 
Xeroxcopy of MR. No. 6 /06115 
Xeroxcopyof M . R . No. 5 /06115 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 18 /06115 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 1/08511 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 19 /07289 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7/4427 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /4431 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/ 15948 
Xerox copy of M .R . No, 15 /06117 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 21/06119 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 13/08512 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 23 /08512 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 10 /08513 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 11/08514 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 15 /20861 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 18 /20861 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12/ 20862 
Xerox copy of M . R . No, 11/20863 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 03 /20867 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 02 /20868 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13/20863 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 12 /20869 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 23/ 20869 
Xerox copy of M . R . No . 20 /04631 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 24 /2 
Xerox copy of M .R , No. 12 /4 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 14 /4 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /5 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 7/5 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 10 /5 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 11/5 
Xerox copy of M .R . No, 1775 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 22/ 5 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 4/59 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. (0) 4978 

Xerox copy of MR. No. 8 /06216 
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Xerox copy of M .R , No . 13/08512 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 23/08512 
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Xerox copy of MR. No , 09 /20866 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 03 /20867 
Xerox copy of M . R . No . 14 /20867 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 02 /20868 
Xerox copy of M . R . No. 12 /20869 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 06 /21253 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 13 /27 
Xerox copy of M .R , No. 19 /29 
Xerox copy of M .R . No. 4 /29 
Xerox copy of M .R . No . 20 /29 
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ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT , INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL NO . I DHANBAD 
[In the matter of areference under Sec . 10 ( 1)( d ) (2A ) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.] 

Reference No. 99 of 1998 
PARTIES : 
Employers in relation to the management of Sub Divi 
sional Inspector of Post Offices. 

AND 

Their Workmen . 
PRESENT : 
Shri S. H .Kazmi, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES: 
For the Employers 

Shri H . Nath , 

Advocate . 
For the Workman 

Shri B . B . Prasad , 

Advocate . 
State 

Bihar . 
Industry 

Postal. 
Dated , the 15th May, 2002 

AWARD 
By Order No. L - 40012 / 44 /98 - IR (DU ) dated 
30 -11- 1998 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by Clause 
(d ) of sub -section (1 ) and sub -sec . (2A ) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 , referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal : 

" Whether the action of the management of Postal 
Department in terminating tho services of Sh . Anil 
Kumar Sinha is legal and justified ? If not , what 
relief the workman is entitled to ? " 

2 . Precisely, the case of the concerned workman 
is that he was employed on 25 -1 - 1991 as Mail Carrier 
(Runner) to carry postalmail bags in Sahpur Banahi Line 
against a vacant post under the Order dated 25 - 1- 1991 of 
Sub - Postmaster, Sahpurpati duly recorded in the Office 
Order Book on the strength of the directions issued by 
the Sub - divisional Inspector of Post Offices, West Sub 
division , Arrah . Further it hasbeen stated that though the 
Post was vacant but for the reasons not communicated to 
the workman his services were terminated on 
3- 12 -1992 under the verbal order of Sub - Postmaster, 
Sahpurpati. The concemed workman apprchcnded that 
his non -participation in one day token strike on 
29 - 11- 1991 was the main reason for terminating his 
services by the Sub - Postmaster Sahpurpati who joined 
the said illegal strike. Against the said termination , further 
it is said , the concerned workman filed a complaint dated 
6 -5 -97 before the R .L . C . (C ), Patna. The management 


facit, 24 , 2002 
T.31 . 2019 . - Hunt for fun , 1947 ( 1947 
T 14 ) - Ury 17 

# 19 R 514 for 
प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण 
1. 1, TTATG 1910 (FIGY HOT 99 /98 ) h 

t, 
ut 19 hor # 1 24 - 5 - 2002 YTT 3T 4T1 

( F . M - 40012 /44 /98 — 3715. T . ( . . ) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 


New Delhi, the 24th May , 2002 
S . O . 2019. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. ( 14 of 1947), the Central 
Goverinent hereby publishes the award (Ref. No . 99 / 
98 ) of the CentralGovernment Industrial Tribunal Labour 
Court No.-I, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to themanagement of Postal Deptt. and their workman , 
which was received by the Central Government on 
24 - 5 - 2002. 

[No. L -40012/44 / 98 - IR (DU ) ) 
KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 
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appeared but subsequently no conciliation could be 
arrived at and the same ended in failure. Thereafter the 
dispute was ultimately referred to this Tribunal for final 
adjudication 

3 . The management, on the other hand , while 
controverting several claims of the concerned workman 
has come out with the case, as disclosed in its written 
statement, that the Sub - Postinaster , Sahapurpati , Arrah , 
S . O ., Yogendra Prasad Sinha engaged his son , namely , 
the concerned workman as Coolie to manage the work of 
a Runner for a short period vide order dated 25 - 1- 1991 
though as per rules regarding employment, the name of 
the concerned workman should have bcen sponsored by 
the Employment Exchange . Further, it has been submitted 
that the concerned workman was neither recruited by the 
Supcrintendent of Post Offices nor appointed by the Sub 
divisional Ir pector of PostOffices, as required , and hence 
he cannot be said to have been appointed on the post of 
Runner . Though in the order the name of a person engaged 
is not disclosed but since the concerned workman was 
the son of a Sub -Postmaster it was ordered by name to 
establish the employment of the concenied workman with 
malafide intention . Further the case is that the concerned 
workman did not work as Coolic after 5 - 3- 1991 as per 
Attendance Register in which his name finds mentioned 
though as per the practice and law applicable to the Post 
Offices the name of the concerned workman should not 
havebeen entered in the Attendance Register by his father. 
It is said that the concerned workman worked as Coolie 
on differentdates and was paid coolie charges. He never 
worked regularly as a coolie . It has also been said that 
the management never violated the provisions of Sec . 
25 -F of the I.D Act, 1947 as the same is not applicable 
to this case. It is also said that the concerned workman 
worked only for 30 days in 1991 as coolie and his service 
as coolie came to an end when the permancnl employce 
joined . Accordingly , lastly it is said that the claim of the 
concerned workman is baseless , false and mischievous. 
Since he was a casual worker, there was no questioin of 
termination of his service . 

In rejoinder to the written statement of the workman 
also apart from denying several facts it has been averred 
that the concemed workman never wrote any letter to 
any authority through U .P .C . or otherwise and his claim 
in this regard is false and mischievous 

Thc workman also in his rejoinder to the written 
statement of themanagement has controverted the stand 
taken by the management and has further stated that he 
worked continuously not only for 240 days, but in all 
312 days within 12 calendar months and as such he could 
not have been retrenched without following the provision 
of Sec. 25 - F of the I. D . Act, 1947. As regards the 
Attendance Register it has been mentioned that no "Hazri 
is really required to be maintained of such worker and so 
when it was noticed that " Hazri of the concerned 


workman was wrongly been maintained , it was dis 
continued . 

4 . Both the sides have led oral evidence and from 
the side of the management few documents have also 
been marked as exhibits , such as, Attendance Register , 
Order Book etc . During the proceeding it appears that 
though certain documents were filed from the side of the 
concerned workman also but the same were not considered 
necessary for being marked as exhibits . However, the 
significance or the relevance of the aforesaid materials 
placed before the Tribunal would be considered or dealt 
with in course of the discussions made hereinafter. 

5 . Considering the aforesaid stands taken on behalf 
of the respective sides quite evidently themoot question 
which appears to be there and which requires 
consideration is whether the concerned workman can be 
taken to have been duly employed and later retrenched 
from his service and further whether prior to his dis 
engagement he had already completed 240 days of 
working or even more than that, in one claendar year . 

6 . It has been strenuously urged on behalf of tho 
concerned workman that pursuant to his appointment as 
a Runner by order dated 25 - 1 -91 he joined the service 
and worked continuously for more than 312 days and 
without any rhyme or reason with effect from 3 - 12 -91 
his services were terminated without following the norms 
and procedure prescribed under the Industrial Disputes 
Act whereas on the other hand very emphatically it has 
been asserted from the side of themanagement that the 
concerned workman was illegally engaged by none other 
than his father who worked in the same Post Office , 
leaving aside all the prescribed rules and procedures and 
alternatively even if it is taken that casual engagement. 
On need basis could have very well made by the 
workman s father who happened to be an officiating Sub 
Postmaster then also the concerned workman does not 
deserve any relief as he had worked only for 30 days 
which is evident from the Attendance Register produced . 

7. Quite obviously much stress from the side of 
the concerned workman is upon the aspect that he has 
worked continuously for more than 312 days which is 
supported by a certificate also given by the Sub 
Postmaster who joined after 4 - 3 - 1991 pursuant to the 
transfer of the father of the cocerned workman . As regards 
the entries made in the Attendance Register it has been 
urged that the same were not required in case of the 
concerned workman and so upon realisation of the said 
fact the same was dis -continued and it is for this reason 
the attendance of the concerned workman has only been 
marked till 4 - 3 - 1991 whereas he went on working 
regularly till 3 -12 - 1991 on which date his services were 
terminated under the verbal order of the then Sub 
Postmaster of the concerned post office . 

Out of the materials gathered firstly it is required 
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8 . It is an admitted factthat on 25 -1- 1991, Jogendra 
Prasad Sinha , the father of the concerned workman was 
the officiating Sub - Postmaster and on which date he 
engaged his son in place of one Gopaljee , an officiating 
Runner. It is mentioned in the order dated 25 - 1 - 1991 that 
the concemod workman would manage the work of 
Gopaljee. There is mention of an order by Sub -divisional 
Inspector though subsequently no such order was filed . 
The Order Book is marked Ext. M - 2 and the aforesaid 
order dated 25 - 1 -91 ismarked Ext, M - 1. Yet another order 
dated 28 - 1 -91 contained in the said Order Book is marked 
Ext. M - 1/ 1 . By this order the concerned workman was 
assigned the duties. It is worth mentioning that both the 
orders are admittedly under the handwritings and 
signatures of the said Jogendra Prasad Sinha , Sub 
Postmaster. In the order dated 25 - 1 - 91 it is not disclosed 
that the concerned workman would be working on what 
basis whether permanent, temporary or casual basis. 
Simply it is mentioned therein that he would bemanaging 
the work of Gopalji and from this it can be inferred that 
the engagementwas purely on temporary or casual basis 
or the samewas just a stop - gap arrangement. Duration or 
the period of engagement is also not mentioned therein . 
However, the concerned workman bas been described as 
a coolie . It is not denied that the Superintendent of Post 
Offices is the appointing authority of such category of 
post and there are certain norms and procedure prescribed 
for appointment on such post, such as, sponsoring of the 
candidate by the Employment Exchange etc . In case of 
his engagement though the concerned workman in his 
evidence has said that such formality was not required to 
be observed as he was appointed simply on temporary 
basis . The management s witness (MW - 2) has accepted 
such position and has stated that casual employees are 
being engaged on need basis by the Head of the Office 
and during the relevant period Shri Jogendra Prasad Sinha 
was the Head of the concerned Post Office. Besides, as 
mentioned above , the order dated 25 - 1 - 1991 refers to an 
order of S .D .1, also in the matter of engagement. In such 
circumstances, therefore , there does not appear to be any 
difficulty in accepting that it was not a regular 
appointment rather the same was just an engagement on 
temporary or casual basis . 

Now , it is to be considered as to for how long the 
concerned workman went on working as mail carrier 
(runner ). 

8A . The management has produced ono 
Attendance Register (Ext . M -3). In the said register the 
attendance of the concerned workman has been marked 
from 28 - 1 - 91 to 23 - 2 - 91 and then on 2nd and 4th March , 
1991. After 4 - 3 -91 neither the name of the concerned 
workman is there mentioned in the said register nor his 
attendance is marked . 

According to the management pursuant to irregular 
and illegal engagement the concerned workman worked 


only for 30 days and not more than that and so in that 
view also he has no claim for making him permanent. 

The workman , on the other hand , so far his evidence 
is concerned , has comeout with conflicting stand in regard 
to his attendance marked in the register. During his 
examination -in -chief he has said that his attendance used 
to be marked initially about one and half months and 
thereafter the same was stopped without any rhyme or 
reason . Thereafter during his cross -examination at one 
place he has said that earlier he used to put his signature 
in the Attendance Register but later when he was informed 
that a temporary employee is not required to put his 
signaturc in the said register he stopped doing so . 
However, according to the workman , he went on working 
till 3 - 12 -91 . For proving that he worked till 3 - 12 - 91 the 
concerned workman has heavily relied upon a certificate 
granted by one Parsuram Singh , the Sub - Postmaster who 
joined on 4 - 3 - 91 immediately after the transfer of the 
concerned workman s father. The said certificate was 
produced in course of the proceeding but the same was 
not chosen to be marked an exhibit by the concerned 
workman . According to the concemed workman , the said 
Parsuram Singh has certificd that when he joined Anil 
Kumar Sinha , the concerned workman , was found 
working and it is said that during the posting period of 
said Parsuram Singh the concerned workman had 
completed not only 240 days but in all 312 days of 
working within 12 calendar months. Having gone through 
the contents of the said certificate which forms part of 
the record firstly it appears that the said certificate was 
granted sometime in the year 1998 when the said parsuram 
Singh had already retired and at a stage when the industrial 
dispute was pending before the A .L .C . (C ) having been 
raised in the year 1997 . Secondly, it is mentioned therein 
that on 4 - 3 - 91 when said Parsuram Singh joined he found 
that the concerned workman working in the said Post 
Office. It is nowwhere mentioned that after 4 - 3 - 91 
continuously till 3 - 12 -91 the concerned workman went 
on working as Runner in the said Post Office and said 
Parsuram Singh had been seeing him working as such 
during that period . Obviously , the concerned workman 
has tried to gather something out of the said certificate 
which , in fact, are not provided ormentioned there. 

9. It has been submitted on behalf of the concerned 
workman that the concerned workman used to be paid 
his wages through payment vocher and as the samewas a 
material piece of document the concerned workman 
wanted the same to be produced from the side of the 
management, but the same was not produced and so the 
adverse inference can only be drawn against the 
management. It has also been submitted that as the onus 
was upon the management to prove that the concerned 
workman had not worked for more than 240 days in a 
calendar year by producing all the relevant materials , 
which it failed to discharge, there is no alternative but to 
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accept the workman s stand for granting him the relief as 
prayed for . I do not find much force in the aforesaid 
submission made on behalf of the concerned workman . 
If some documents are not produced then merely by that 
no adverse inference can be drawn against the 
management particularly when apart from oral evidence 
the management is taking thehelp of Attendance Register 
for submitting that the concerned workman worked only 
till 4 -3 - 91. So far as the onous for proving the days of 
working of a workman is concerned by way of latest 
decision of Hon ble Supreme Court reported in 2002 ( 1) 
LLJ page 1053 (SC ) - Range Forest Office Vs. S . T . 
Hadimani, it stands now well settled that onus lics upon 
the claimant and he has to lead evidence to show that he 
had worked for 240 days in preceding year by producing 
receipt of salary or wages or letter of appointment etc. 
In the instant case apart from filing the aforesaid 
certificate granted by a retired Sub - Postmaster nothing 
else has been produced for justifying the claim that not 
only till 4 -3 - 91 rather the concemed workman went on 
working continuously till 3 - 12 - 91. Though upon this 
aspect also same submission has been made, but in my 
view it is not very material to find out as to who , in fact, 
worked after dis- continuation of the service of the 
concerned workman . For the present it is clear that as per 
Attendance Register the concerned workman worked only 
till 4 -3 - 91 i.e . for a total period of 30 days and further 
that in the concerned Post Office there were other 
workmen also discharging the similar nature of job . 

Therefore,in view of all the aforesaid consideration 
even if it is taken for a moment that there was nothing 
irregular as far as the engagement of the concerned 
workman was concerned , atleast this much is clear that it 
stands not established that the concerned workman 
worked for a period of 240 days in one calendar year, 
irrespective of the nature of work whether permanent, 
perennial or temporary . 

10 . Besides the above certain curious and glaring 
circumstances that emerge out of the aspect relating to 
the engagement of the concerned workman can also be 
not ignored or over -looked as the same bear much 
significance so far as the genuineness of the claim of the 
concerned workman is concerned . 

Upon the instruction of his superior for managing 
the work of officiating runner, the father of the concerned 
workman preferred to engage or select his own son and 
in the order book he mentioned his name also which as 
per the management is not the practice and nowhere in 
the order book the name of any other coolic working in 
casual basis is mentioned . Shri Jogendra Prasad Sinha, 
the workman s father in his enthusiasm to establish and 
make out presentable claim for regular appointment of 
his son , wrote down the name of his son in the Attendance 
Register in his own handwriting and started marking his 
attendance. In this context it is worth -mentioning that all 


other entries in the Attendance Register are in the writing 
of some other person and it is only the name of the 
concerned workman which is written therein in the 
handwriting of Jogendera Pd . Sinha , workman s father. 
It is further note worthy that w .e .f. 4 - 3 - 91 as he was 
relieved from his duty at the concerned Post Office , Sri 
Sinha could not lay his hand on the Attendance Register 
and most probably that is why there is no attendance 
marked after 4 -3 - 91 because in themeantime on that date 
itself Parsuram Singh , a new Sub -Postmaster assumed 
the charge. Asit has already been noticed above, the said 
Parsuram Singh has not certified to the effect that even 
after 4 - 3 -91 also or till 3 - 12 - 91 the concerned workman 
continued to perform his duties as before. The submission 
made on behalf of themanagement, in view of aforesaid 
circumstances or the conduct of the outgoing Sub 
Postmaster, cannot be brushed aside that the father was 
so much concerned and anxious to boost up the service 
prospect of his son that he did serveral things quite 
contrary to established rules and normsand the procedures 
prescribed . It is not that a father cannot engage a son in 
the same establishment where he works, but at the same 
time it is necessary that the said engagement should be 
just and fair and in conformity with riles , norms and 
precedure prescribed . Here in the instant case the father 
of the concerned workman had proceeded in such curious 
and strange manner which quite apparently gives rise to 
suspicion so far as authenticity or genuineness of the claim 
of the concerned workman is concerned . 

However , for the sake of argument even if it is 
accepted that there was nothing wrong with initial 
engagement of the concerned workman on the strength 
of which he worked continuously uptil 4 -3 -91 as per 
Attendance Register then it is reiterated that there is 
nothing on the basis of which it can be reasonably inferred 
that the concerned workman completed the working of 
more than 240) days in 12 calendar months so as to confer 
upon him the right of permanancy of his service. 

Further , in view of the circumstances and 
discussionsmade above , it is needless to observe that the 
retrenchment of the concerned workman cannot be 
inferred and consequently no question arises of 
compliance of Sec. 25- F of the I. D . Act, 1947 or for that 
matter any other provision relating to the retrenchment 
of a workman contained in the Act. Precisely it is not 
possible to hold that the concemed workman is entitled 
for the relief as prayed for. 

11. From the side of the management it has been 
strenuously urged that the claim or dispute raised by the 
concerned workman is over-stale as according to his case 
his service was terminated in the ycar 1991 itself buthe 
preferred to raise industrial dispute before thc A . L . C ( C ) 
only in the year 1997 and there is no explanation 
forthcoming for such a delay . Although this submission 
on the face of it also appears to be attractive but in view 


[ YTT II — 


4 


3 ( ) ] 


47% FT 1992 : 15 , 2002/ 48 25 , 1924 


5941 


AWARD 
(Passed on 26th of December, 2001) 

The Central Govt. vide Notification No. L -42011/ 
47 /88 - D - 2 (B ) dated 3rd of November, 1989 has referred 
the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication 


of the findings already arrived at above I do not consider 
it necessary to dwell upon the aforesaid aspect as well 
for coming to a final conclusion . 

12 . The award , is thus, rendered as hereunder : 

The action of themanagement ofPostalDepartment 
in terminating the services of the concerned workman , 
Anil Klumar Sinha is legal and justified and as such the 
concerned workman is not entitled to any relief 
whatsoever. 

However, in the circumstance of the case there 
would be no order as to cost. 

S.H .KAZMI, Presiding Officer 

o farefit, 24 , 2002 
T.31. 2020 . - Hufra fog truf 147 , 1947 ( 1947 
14 ) TETT 17 TTARUT , # 11 FOR . . . . 
के प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध 
में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण 
चंडीगढ़ के पंचाट ( संदर्भ संख्या 189 / 89 ) को प्रकाशित करती है, जो 
579 H R 1 24 - 5 - 2002 1976 377 1 

[ 19 . 42011/47/88 - 31. 2 ( 77) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi, the 24th May, 2002 
S . O . 2020 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No . 189 / 
89) of the CentralGovenient Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industria ) Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of B . B . M . B . and their workman , which 
was received by the Central Government on 
24 - 5 - 2002 . 

[No. L - 42011/47/88 -D .2 (B )] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE SHRI S .M . GOEL , PRESIDING OFFICER , 
CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL - CUM 

LABOUR COURT, CHANDIGARH 
Case No . ID 189/89 
General Secretary, Bhakra Nangal . Union 
Mazdoor Sangh , Nangal Township 
District Ropar 

Versus 
Chief Engineer 

Management 
Bhakra Dam , Nangal 
Township . District Ropar 
APPEARANCES : 
For the Workinan : Union : Shri R .K . Singh 
For the Management : 

Shri R . C . Atri 


" Whether the action of the management of BBMB 
in downgrading the seniority of the workmen ,mentioned 
below , list in the seniority list of 1986 is justified ? If 
not, to what relief they entitled to and from what date ? " 

1 . Brahm Dev son of Dasu Ram 
2 . Gurdhian Singh son of Ghardu Ram 
3 . Baldev Singh son of Mela Ram 
4 . Ram Nath son of Babu Ram 
5 . Bakhtawar Singh son of Dhian Singh . 

2 . The applicants filed statement of claim stating 
that they joined the services of the management w . c. f, 
18 - 1 - 1964, 7 -3 - 1964, 2 -4 -64, 17 -6 -64 and 22 -6 - 1964 
respectively as junior fitter in the trade of Sheet Metal 
Shop and they all were promoted as fitter (sheetmetal) 
w .e .f. 1- 2 - 1971 and the seniority list was circulated by 
the management from time to time and on 28 - 11- 1986 
all the petitioners were seniors 10 S /Shri Harbans Lal, 
Chhajju Ram ,Maksudan Lal, Atma Prakash and Sita Ram 
as they joined their services w .ef. 15 -7 - 1971 and thus 
they were juniors to the petitioners as circulated in the 
letter dated 20 - 1 - 1975 . When this fact cameto the notice 
of the workmen petitioners they represented to the 
management. But the management did not agree to the 
contentions of the petitioners . The management relied 
on the settlement dated 29 - 1 - 1985 entered into with the 
Recognised Union i.e . BBMB Karamchari Sangh . That 
as per settlement dated 29 - 1 - 1985 the management had 
only to take into consideration the services rendercd on 
daily wages by Shri Sangli Ram on their promotion but 
no promotion was accorded because they were all juniors 
to the workmen . By showing these persons seniors to the 
workmen , applicants , the management liad committed 
favourtism and nepotism . It is also stated that this 
settlement was not binding on the applicants as the person 
who signs a settlement with the employer should have 
the necessary authority . The constitution for BBMB 
Karamchari Sangh does not authorise its office bearer to 
cnter into a sculcncnt with a cmployer on behalf of the 
Uvion . It is prayed that applicants be declared as seniors 
as here- to force by declaring the settlement as noncst. 

3. In written statement the stand of the management 
is that the petitioners joined the service as fitter on 
1 - 2 - 1971 whereas the other five persons S /Shri Harbans 
Lal, Chhaju Ram Maksudan Lal, Atam Prakash and Sita 
Ram were working as ſitters in Nangal Workshop Division 
cven prior to the date of joining of the petitioners . Due to 
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reduction in work load , these persons named above , 
alongwith others were brought under retrenchment during 
the year 1967/ 1968 . In the year 1969 these persons were 
reappointed on daily wages as fitter in the Nangal 
Workshop Division and broughtover to the cadre of work 
charged staff w .e .f. 15 - 7 - 1971. and in the seniority list of 
1975 they were show below to the applicants as fresh 
entrants from 15 -7 - 1971. It is also stated applicants were 
working in lower trade as t,mate/ Jr . Fitter prior to 
1 - 2 - 1971 but the management promoted them 
inadvertently as fītter but the BBMB Karamchari Sangh 
which is registered body and recognised Union raised the 
demand notice over the non -counting of service rendered 
by these persons as fitter on daily wages and on 
reconsideration of their past service they have bcon given 
the status of fitters work charged in July , 1971 and their 
demand was found to be genuine and revised seniority 
list was circulated in 11/ 86 . The management has prayed 
for the rejection of the reference . 

4 .Replication filed by theworkmen reiterating the 
claim made in the claim statement. 

5. No evidence was let on behalf of the workman . 
The management in evidence has filed the affidavit of 
Ajmer Singh Natt as Ex. M . 1, and settlement dated 
29 - 1- 1985 Ex , M2. 

6 . I have heard both the parties and gone through 
the record . 

7. The leamed representative of the workmen has 
argued that in the seniority list circulated in the year 1975 
the applicants were senior to the person S /Shri Harbans 
Lal, Chhaju Ram ,Mukşudan Lal, Atam Parkash and Sita 
Ram and without any notice to the effected persons i.e . 
the applicants they were downgraded in the seniority list 
for the year 1986 . He has argued that without any notice , 
the management can not alter the position of the 
applicants. The effected applicants should have also been 
heard before downgrading them and placing them below 
the above noted persons. The plea of the representative 
of themanagement is that since the above noted persons 
were working on daily wage basis earlier with the 
management and due to reduction of work load they were 
brought under retrenchment during the year 1967 / 1968 
and they were re -appointed on daily wages as fitter in the 
cadre of workcharged staff w .e.f. 15 -7 - 1971. Due to their 
working in the project during the year 1967-68 and later 
on daily wages during the year 1969 they were to be given 
the seniority of earlier period . In the seniority list of 1975 
they were shown junior on the basis of their taking into 
workcharged staff w .e.f. 15 - 7 - 1971. When the Union has 
taken up their case, the managementhad entered into the 
settlement with the majority union which is recognised 
union also for counting their daily wages services as fitter. 
The settlement is Ex , M2 and on the basis of that 
settlement the seniority list was revised and these five 
persons were shown as seniors to the applicants. More 


over the representative of the management has also argued 
that the workman havenot led any evidence to show that 
they were not themembers of the Union which has entered 
into settlement with the management at the relevant time. 
It was to be proved by the workmen through evidence . 
Hehas placed reliance on the case law of Allahabad High 
Court in the case of V . K . Raj Industries Vs. Labour Court 
and other reported in F .J. R . Vol. 59 page 304 in which 
the Hon ble Allahabad High Court has held that the 
persons before the Industrial Court setting out the grounds 
on which the order is challenged he must also produce 
evidence to prove his case and if the workmen fails to 
produce evidence the dispute referred for adjudication 
can not be answered in his favour, and he would not be 
entitled to any relief. I find force in the contention of the 
learned representative of themanagement. In the case in 
hand , no evidence was produced by the workmen , No 
workman appeared and filed his affidavit to prove his 
case . The workmen have not pleaded in their claim 
statement also that they were not the members of the 
Union which have entered into settlement Ex. M2 with 
the management and by virtue of that settlement, the 
applicant were downgraded in the seniority. I find no force 
in the contention of the rep . of the workmen that no notice 
was given to the applicants at the time of downgrading 
their seniority . In my considered opinion , no notice was 
required to be given to the applicants because the above 
five persons were given the seniority on the basis of their 
daily wages service rendered in the year 1967- 1968 and 
in the year 1969 also . The management has entered into 
the settlement Ex . M2 with the Union which is registered 
and recognised union . Consequently , I am of the view 
that the action of the management of the B .B . M .B . in 
downgrading the seniority of the workmen mentioned in 
the reference in the seniority list of 1986 is justified and 
no interference is called for and the workmen -applicants 
are not entitled to any relief. Reference is answered 
accordingly . Central Govt. be informed . 
Chandigarh , 
26 - 12 - 2001 

S . M . GOEL , Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, thc 24 May, 2002 
S. O . 2021 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No 8 /93 ) 
of the Central Goveniment Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Couri Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of B . D .M . B . and dicit workman , which 
was received by the Central Governinent on 24- 5 - 2002. 

No . L - 42012/95 /92 -IR (DU )] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE SHRI S . M . GOEL , PRESIDING OFFICER , 
CENTRAL GOVT, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL - CUM 

LABOUR COURT, CHANDIGARH 
Case No. ID 8 of 1993 
Sh . Chunka Ram 

..... Petitioner 
S /o Sh . Ram Dittu , 
Village - Jalenra Jungal, 
PO Randrur Distt. Bilaspur 
H . P . 174001, 


Vs . 


Chief Engineer 

.. Respondent 
Beas Construction Board , 
S . C . O . 62-63, Sector 17 , 
Chandigarh - 160017 . 
Executive Engineer. 
Beas Construction Board 
(P . W .) Prem Nagar, Bhiwani 

(Haryana ) 
REPRESENTATIVES : 
For the Workman : Sh. Dhani Ram 
For the Management Sh . K .C . Goel 

AWARD 
(Passed on 21st January, 2002 ) 
The Central Govt. Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification No. L -42012 / 95 / 92 - 1. R . ( D . U .) dated 
23rd December, 1992 has referred the following dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication - - 

“ Whcther the action of the management of Beas 
Construction Board (Power Wing) in terminating the 
services of Shri Cunka Ram S /o Shri Ram Dittu is justified ? 
If not, what relief thc workman concerned is entitled 
to ?" 

2 The applicant in claim statement has stated that 
he was appointed on 3- 10 - 1986 as T , Mate at Slapper. 
The management sent the applicant on job order vide 
lelter dated ( -5 - 1991 to Ranjit Sagar Danı On 28 -5 - 1991 
the management arranged their truch and alongwith other 
workman he was sent to Shahpur Kandi Dam . In the way 
178267 102 - 49 


at Nangal the applicant rell ill and taken the treatment 
from Govt . Ayurvedic Dispensary , Nangal from 
29 -5 - 1991 to 4 -6 - 1991 and declared fit for duty w .c.f. 
4 -6 - 1991 . The applicait went to Talwara on 4 -6 - 1991 
but the $ DO refused to take him on duty . The applicant 
sent a regd . letter to SDO Slapper but no reply to his 
letter was reccived . Other Co -workers of the applicant 
who have not reported for duty were taken on duty later 
on . It is pleaded that no charge sheet or enquiry was 
conducted against him and his services were terminated 
w .e.f. 29 - 5 - 1991 when he was on medical treatment, The 
applicanthas prayed thathebe reinstated w .e . f. 4 -6 - 1991 
with full backwages and other benefits . 

3. The respondents in written statementhas taken 
preliminary objection that on the completion of the Beas 
Project , the Beas Construction ceased to exist and 
workcharged enployees, casual and contract workers and 
those engaged on contingent basis, have no right to 
continue in employment with the Beas Construction 
Board after the completion of the Beas Projcct. The 
Central Adininistrative Tribunal gave directions to the 
management to regularise the services of the applicant in 
0 . A .No. 468 / 1987 to regularise the services of applicants 
or in the alternative to accommodate them on equivalent 
posts and in the eventof their retrenchment the applicants 
shall be entitled to the retrenchment compensation as per 
niles. In pursuancc of the above orders, the management 
has tried to adjust the surplus staff on job order basis in 
other organisation on humanitarian grounds and as per 
requirement of the Punjab Government they were sent 
on job order atRanjit Sagar Dam and the applicanthimself 
choose not to be deployed at Ranjit Sagar Dam and he 
was retrenched as per Section 25 FFF ( 2 ) of the I.D . Act 
and he is not entitled to be reinstated . On merits it is 
pleaded that the applicant was appointed as T . Mate on 
13 - 11 - 1986 . The applicant was directed to report for duty 
at Ranjit Sagar Dam Shahpur Kandi as per notice dated 
6 - 5 - 1991 and the applicant alongwith his co -workers 
carried from Slapper in BCB trucks on 28 -5 - 1991 and 
for night halt they were accominodated at Nangal but in 
the morning of 29 - 5 - 1991 the applicant gave a slip without 
informing the J.E . who was accompaning them and did 
not report for duty to the place of his temporary posting 
at Ranjit Sagar Dam at Shahpur Kandi. It is specifically 
pleaded that the applicant has never reported for duty to 
the SDO incharge and he intentionally left the truck 
alongwith some of his co -workers. He never informed 
the authorities about his illness and the story is fabricated 
and is not correct and he has been rightly retrenched U /S 
25 FFF of the I. D . Act 1947 and the applicant is not 
cilitled to any relief, 

4. The applicant filed the replication reitorating the 
claim made in the claim petition . 

5 . In evidence the applicant filed his affidavit Ex 
WI and also docuinents Ex. W2 to W6. In cross 
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was not willing to work at Ranjit Sagar Dam , and was 
rightly retrenched . 

7. In view of the discussion made in the earlier 
paras, the action of the management ofBeas Construction 
Board (Power Wing) in terminating the services of Shri 
Chunka Ram son of Ram Dittu is fully justified . The 
workman is not entitled to any relief. The reference is 
answered accordingly . CentralGovernment be informed . 
Chandigarh , 
21- 1-2002 

S. M . GOEL , Presiding Officer 


examination the applicant admitted thathe accompanied 
the other workers up to Nangal. He also did not know the 
name of the doctor from whom he took the medicincs. 
Healso admitted thathe had not informed any body about 
bis illness. Healso stated thathe can not say when medical 
certificate was sent through regd . post and where it was 
sent. In rebuttal the management filed three affidavits of 
Rajesh Monga as Ex. MI, Shingara Singh Ex , M2 and 
affidavit of Rai Singh Ex. M6 and documents Ex, M7 to 
Ex ,M19 . In support of the case of themanagement. 

6. I have heard the representatives of both the parties 
and gone turougli the record of the case . The case of the 
workman is that he fall ill on way to Ranjit Sagar Dam 
and after recovery he reported for duty but he was refused 
duty by the management, whereas the case of the 
managenient is that at Nangal the applicant gave a slip to 
the J. E . and without informing him left alongwith some 
other co -workers without information and he was not ill 
and never reported at Ranjit Sagar Dam . Consequently 
he was retrenched following the provisions of Section 
25FFF of the I.D . Act 1947. It is admitted by the applicant 
in his cross- exaniination that he left the venue without 
informing the accompaning Junior Engineer and he also 
failed to name the doctor from whom he obtained the 
incdicines. He also failed to tell this Tribunal where he 
sent his representation and medical certificate whether 
through registered post or otherwise. The work of Beas 
Project had completed and on the directionsof the Hon ble 
C .A . T. the applicant alongwith other co -worker were 
deputed on work order atRanjit Sagar Dam on the demand 
of the Punjab Government. On way at Nangal, the 
applicant gave a slip to the J.E . and without any 
infonnation he left the place. It shows his intention not 
to work at Ranjit Sagar Dam on work order basis. He 
failed to show that he ever visited the SDO who reſuscd 
to take him on duty at Ranjit Sagar Dam . The conduct of 
the applicant clearly shows that he was not willing to 
work at Ranjit Sagar Dam . It was made clear to the 
applicant that in case the applicant was not willing to 
work , his services would be retrenched as there was no 
work at Bcas Project and the applicant was retrenched 
U / S 25 FFF of the I. D , Act, 1947. The medical certificato 
was subnitted by the applicant in this Tribunal as Ex .W2 
and fitness certificate is Ex, 3 . These two documents were 
originally subinitted in this Court which shows that the 
applicant never submitted these certificates to the 
managenient which are froin Government Ayurvedic 
Dispensary Nangal Distt. Ropar. It is admitted by the 
workman thathe left at Nangal buthe had submitted these 
certificate not to the management but these have been 
submitted in this Tribunal and it appears that the applicant 
was not willing to work at Ranjit Sagar Dam and he was 
rightly relrenched by the managerienų for which the 
Terrenchinen , compensation was also sent to the applicant 
dl the last known address which was received back with 
the inanagement. It is therefore , held that the workman 
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कुलदीप राय षर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी. 
New Delhi, the 24th May , 2002 
S. O . 2022 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
30 / 93 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chandigarlı now as shown in the Annexure 
in the IndustrialDispute betwcen the cmployers in relation 
to the management of B .B . M . B . and their workman , 
which was received by the Central Government on 
24 - 5 - 2002 . 

[No . L -42012/ 96 /92- IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE SHRI S. M . GOEL , PRESIDING OFFICER , 
CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM 

LABOUR COURT, CHANDIGARH 
Case No. ID 30 of 1993 
Sh . Nikka Ram 

..... Applicant 
S /o Sh. Gopala Ram , 
Village- --Basel 
PO. Deoli , Distt. Bilaspur 

Vorsus 
GeneralManager, 

.... Respondent 
Beas Construction Board , 
BBMB Sector 19 , 

Chandigarh 
2 . Chief Engincer , 
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Beas Construction Board , 
S .C .O . No. 62-63 , Sector 17 , 
Chandigarh 
Executive Engineer, 
Beas Construction Board 
(P . W .) Prem Nagar , Bhiwani, 


APPEARANCES : 
For the Workman : Sh . Dhani Ram 
For the Management : Sh. K .C . Goel 

AWARD 
(Passed on 21st January , 2002) 
The Central Govt. vide No . L -42012 / 96 /92 -I.R . 
(D . U .) dated 24th February , 1993 has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

"Whether the action of the management of Beas 
Construction Board (Power Wing ) in terminating the 
services of Shri Nikka Ram S /o Shri Gopala Ram is 
justified ? If not, what relief he is entitled to ? " 

2 . The applicant in claim statement has stated that 
he was appointed on 6 - 12 - 1986 as T . Mate at Slapper. 
The management sent the applicant on job order vide 
letter dated 6 - 5 - 1991 to Ranjit Sagar Dam . On 28- 5 - 1991 
themanagement arranged their truck and alongwith other 
workman he was sent to Shahpur Kandi Dam . In the way 
of Nangal the applicant rell ill and taken the treatment 
from Govt. Ayurvedic Dispensary Nangal from 29 -5 - 1991 
to 7 -6 - 1991 and declared fit for duty w . e.f. 8 -6 - 1991. The 
applicant went to Talawara on 8 -6 - 1991 but the SDO 
refused to take him on duty . The applicant sent a regd . 
letter to SDO Slapper but no reply to his letter was 
received . Other Co -workers of the applicant who have 
not reported for duty were taken on duty latcron . It is 
pleaded that no charge sheet or enquiry was conducted 
against him and his services were terminated w . e. f. 
29 -5 - 1991 when he was on medical treatment. The 
applicant has prayed that he be reinstated w . e f. 8 -6 - 1991 
with full backwages and other benefits. 

3. The repondents in written statement has taken 
preliminary objection that on the completion of the Beas 
Project, the Beas Construction ceased to exist and 
workcharged employees, casual and contractworkers and 
thosc cngaged on contingent basis , have no right to 
continue in employment with the Beas Construction 
Board after the completion of the Beas Project. The 
Central Administrative Tribunal gave directions to the 
management to regularise the services of the applicant in 
O . A . No. 468 / 1987 to regularise the services of applicants 
or in the alternative to accommodate them on equivalent 
posts and in the event of thcir retrenchement the applicants 
shall be entitled to the retrenchment compensation as per 
niles. In pursuance of the abovc orders, themanagement 
has tried to adjust the surplus staff on job order basis in 


other organisation on humanitarian grounds and as per 
requirement of the Punjab Government they were sent 
on job order atRanjit Sagar Dam and the applicanthimself 
choose not to be deployed at Ranjit Sagar Dam and he 
was retrenched as per Section 25 FFF ( 2 ) of the I.D . Act 
and he is not entitled to be reinstated . On nerits it is 
pleaded that the applicant was appointed as T , Mate on 
4 - 12 - 1986 . The applicant was directed to report for duty 
at Ranjit Sagar Dam , Shahpur Kandi as per notice dated 
6 -5 - 1991 and the applicant alongwith his co -workers 
carried from Slapper in BCB trucks on 28 -5 -1991 and 
for night halt they were accommodated at Nangalbut in 
themorning of 29 - 5- 1991 the applicant gave !slip without 
informing the J. E . who was accompaning them and did 
not report for duty to the place of his temporary posting 
at Ranjit Sagar Dam at Shahpur Kandi. It is specifically 
pleaded that the applicant has never reported for duty to 
the SDO incharge and he intentionally left the truck 
alongwith some of his co -workers. He never informed 
the authoritics about his illness and the representation 
dated 19 -6 - 1991 and the story is fabricated and is not 
correct and he has been righuy retrenched U /S 25 FFF of 
the I. D . Act, 1947 and the applicant is not entitled to any 
relief. 

4. The applicant filed thereplication reiterating the 
claim made in the claim petition . 

5. In evidence the applicant filed his affidavit Ex . 
WI and also documents Ex. W2 to W6. In cross 
examination the applicant admitted that the accompanied 
the other workers up to Nangal. He also did 1101 know the 
name of the doctor from whom hic look the medicines , 
He also admitted that he had been informed that in case 
he did not movc 10 Ranjit Sagar Dan on job order his 
services would be retrenched . It is also admitted that lic 
had not informed any body about his illness. He also stalcd 
that he can not say when medical certiſiçate was sent 
through regd . post and where it was sent. In rebuttal the 
inanagement filed thrcc affidavits of Rajesh Monga as 
Ex .Mi, Shingara Singh Ex .M2 and affidavit of Rai Singh 
Ex. M6 and documents Ex . M7 to Ex .M19 . In support of 
the case of the management. 

6 . I have heard the representatives ofboth the partics 
and gone through the record of the case . The case of the 
workman is that he fall ill on way 10 Ranjit Sagar Dam 
and after recovery he reported for duty but he was refused 
duty by the management, whercas the case of the 
management is that at Nangal the applicantgave a slip 10 
the JE and without informing him left alongwith some 
other co -workers without in formation and he was not ill 
and never reported at Ranjit Sagar Dam . Consequently 
he was retrenched following the provisions of Section 
25FFF of the 1.D . Act 1947 . It is admitted by the applicant 
in his cross -cxamination that he loſt the venue without 
informing the accompaning Junior Engineer and he also 
failed to name thực doctor front whom he obtained the 
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nedicines. He also failed to tell this Tribunal where he 
sent his representation and medical certificate whether 
through registered post or otherwise. The work of Beas 
Projecthad completed and on the directions of theHon ble 
C . A . T . the applicant alongwith other co -worker were 
deputed on work order at Ranjit Sagar Dam on the demand 
of the Punjab Government. On way at Nangal, the 
applicant gave a slip to the J. E . and without any 
information he left the place . It shows his intention not 
to work at Ranjit Sagar Dam on work order basis . He 
Cailed to show thathe ever visited the SDO who refused 
to take him on duty at Ranjit Sagar Dam . The conduct of 
the applicant clearly shows that he was not willing to 
work at Ranjit Sagar Dam . It was made clear to the 
applicant that in casc the applicant was not willing to 
work , his services would be retrenched as there was no 
work at Beas Project and the applicant was retrenched 
U /S 25FFF of the I, D . Act, 1947 . Themedical certificate 
was submitted by the applicant in this Tribunal as Ex.W3 
and ſiuness certificate is Ex. 3 . These two documents were 
originally submitted in this Court which shows that the 
applicant never submitted these certificates to the 
management which are from S. M .C . Kulgara in Distt. 
Ropar. It is adınitted by thc workman thathe left at Nangal 
but he had submitted these certificatc not to the 
managcinent but these have been submitted in this 
Tribunal in original and it appears that the applicant was 
notwilling to work at Ranjit Sagar Dam and he was rightly 
retrenched by the management for which the retrenchment 
compensation was also sent to the applicant at the last 
known address which was received back with the 
management. It is therefore, held that the workman was 
not willing to work at Ranjit Sagar Dam , and was rightly 
retrenched 

7 . In view of the discussion made in the earlier 
paras, the action of themanagementof Beas Construction 
Board (Power Wing) in terminating the services of Shri 
Nikka Ram son of Gopala Ram is fully justified . The 
workman is not cntitled to any relief. The reference is 
answered accordingly . Central Governinent bc informed . 
Chandigarh . 
21- 1 - 2002 

S. M . GOEL , Presiding Officer 

famit, 24 , 2002 
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कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 


New Delhi, the 24th May , 2002 
S . O . 2023 . - - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute, Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
32 /93 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexurc 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of B . B . M . B . and their workman , which 
was received by the Central Government on 24-5 -2002 , 

( No. L -42012/97 /92- IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE SHRI S . M . GOEL , PRESIDING OFFICER , 
CENTRAL GOVT . INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL - CUM 

LABOUR COURT, CHANDIGARH 
Case No. ID 32 of 1993 
Sh . Chandu Ram 

Petitioner 
S /o Sh . Dalala , 
Village — Jalehra Sugra , 
P . O . Banola , Distt. Bilaspur 
M . P . 174001. 

Versus 
General Manager, 

......... Respondent 
Beas Construction Board , 
B .B . M .B . Sector 19- B , 
Madhya Marg , Chandigarh - 160017 . 
Executive Engineer , 
Beas Construction Board 

( P . W . ) Prem Nagar, Bhiwani, 
REPRESENTATIVES : 
For the Workman : Sh . Dhani Ram 
For the Management : Sh . K . C . Goel 

AWARD 
(Passed on 21st January, 2002 ) 
The Central Govt. Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification No. L -42012 /97/92 -I.R . (D .U .) dated 24th 
February , 1993 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication : 

" Whether the action of the management of Boas 
Construction Board ( Power Wing) in terminating the 
services of Shri Chandu Ram S /o Shri Dalela is justified ? 
If not, what relief the workman concemned is entitled 
to ? " 

2 . The applicant in claim statement has stated that 
he was appointed on 3 - 11- 1986 as T . Matc at Slapper. 
The management sent the applicant on job order vide 
letter dated 6 -5 - 1991 to Ranjit Sagar Dam . On 28 -5 - 1991 
themanagement arranged their trukh and alongwith other 
workman he was sent to Shahpur Kandi Dam . In the way 
of Nangal the applicant fell ill and taken the treatment 
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from Govt. Ayurvedic Dispensary Nangal from 29 -5 - 1991 
to 7 -6 - 1991 and declared ſit for duty w . e. f. 4 -6 - 1991. The 
applicant went to Talawara on 5 -6 - 1991 but the $ DO 
refused to take him on duty . The applicant sent a regd . 
letter to SDO Slapper but no reply to his letter was 
received . Other Co -workers of the applicant who have 
not reported for duty were taken on duty latcron . It is 
pleaded that no charge sheet or enquiry was conducted 
against him and his services were terminated w . e. f. 
29 -5 - 1991 when he was on medical treatmcnt. The 
applicant has prayed that he be reinstated w . e . f. 4 -6 - 1991 
with full backwages and other benefits. 

3. The repondents in written statement has taken 
preliminary objection that on the completion of the Beas 
Projcct, the Beas Construction ceased to exist and 
workcharged employees , casual and contract workers and 
those engaged on contingent basis, have no right to 
continue in employment with the Beas Construction 
Board after the complction of the Beas Project. The 
Central Administrative Tribunal gave dircctions to the 
management to regularise the services of the applicant in 
O . A . No. 468 / 1987 to regularise the services ofapplicants 
or in the alternative to accominodate them on equivalent 
posts and in the event of their retrenchement the applicants 
shall be entitled to the retrenchment compensation as per 
rules . In pursuance of the above orders, the management 
has tricd to adjust the surplus staff on job order basis in 
other organisation on humanitarian grounds and as per 
requirement of the Punjab Government they were sent 
on job order at Ranjit Sagar Dam and the applicant himself 
choose not to be deployed at Ranjit Sagar Dam and he 
was retrenched as per Section 25 FFF (2 ) of the 1.D . Act 
and he is not entitled to be reinstated . On merits it is 
pleaded that the applicantwas appointed as T. Mate on 
3 - 11 - 1986 . The applicantwas directed to report for duty 
at Ranjit Sagar Dam Shahpur Kandi as per notice dated 
6 - 5 - 1991 and the applicant alongwith his co -workers 
carried from Slapper in BCB trucks on 28 -5 - 1991 and 
for night halt they were accommodated at Nangal but in 
the moming of 29- 5 - 1991 the applicant gave a slip without 
informing the J.E . who was accompaning them and did 
not report for duty to the place of his temporary posting 
at Ranjit Sagar Dam at Shahpur Kandi. It is specifically 
pleaded that the applicant has never reported for duty to 
the SDO incharge and he intentionally left the truck 
alongwith some of his co -workers. He never intormed 
the authorities about his illness and the representation 
dated 20 -6 - 1991 and the story is fabricated and is not 
correct and he has been rightly retrenched U /S 25 FFF of 
the I,D . Act 1947 and the applicant is not entitled in any 
relief, 

4 . Tlie applicant filed the replication reiterating the 
claim made in the claim petition . 

5. In evidence the applicant filed his affidavit Ex. 
W1 and also documents Ex . W2 10 W6 . În cross 


examination the applicant admitted that originalMedical 
Certificate is in his possession . It is also admitted that he 
accompanied the other workers up to Nangal. He also 
did not know the nameof the doctor from whom he took 
themedicines. He also admitted that he had not informed 
any body about his illness. In rebuttal the management 
filed three affidavits of Rajesh Monga as Ex . MI, 
Shingara Singh Ex. M2and affidavit of Rai Singh as Ex . 
M6 and documents Ex.M7 to Ex. M19. In support of the 
casc of the management, 

6 . I have heard the representatives of both theparties 
and gone through the record of the case. The case of the 
workman is that he fall ill on way to Ranjit Sagar Dam 
and after recovery he reported forduty buthe was refused 
duty by the management, whereas the case of the 
management is that at Nangal the applicant gave a slip to 
the J E and without informing him left alongwith some 
other co -workers without information and he was not ill 
and never reported at Ranjit Sagar Dam . Consequently 
he was retrenched following the provisions of Section 
25FFF of thc I.D . Act 1947 . It is admitted by the applicant 
in his cross -examination that he left the venue without 
inforining the accompaning Junior Engineer and he also 
failed to namc the doctor from whom he obtained the 
medicines. He also failed to tell this Tribunal where he 
sent his representation and medical certificate whether 
through registered post or otherwise . The work of Bcas 
Projcct had completed and on the directions of the Hon blc 
C . A . T . the applicant alongwith other co -worker were 
depulcd on work order at Ranjit Sagar Dan on the demand 
of the Punjab Government. On way at Nangal, the 
applicant gave a slip to the J. E . and without any 
information he left the place . It shows his intention not 
to work at Ranjit Sagar Dam on work order basis. He 
failed to show that he cver visited the SDO who refused 
to take him on duty atRanjit Sagar Dam . The conduct of 
the applicant clearly shows that he was not willing to 
work at Ranjit Sagar Dam , li was inadc clear to the 
applicant that in case the applicant was not willing to 
work , his services would be retrenched as uicre was no 
work at Beas Project and the applicant was retrenched 
U / S 25 FFF of the I. D . Act, 1947. Thcmcdical certificato 
was submitted by the applicant in thc Tribunal as Ex.W2. 
These two documents were originally in the possession 
of the applicant which shows that the applicant never 
submitted these certificates to themanagement which are 
from Government Ayurvedic Dispensary Nangal Disit , 
Ropar. It is admitted by the workinan that he left at Nangal 
but he had submitted thcsc certificate not to the 
management bull copy of these have been submitted in 
this Tribunal in and it appears that the applicant was not 
willing to work at Ranjit Sagar Dam and he was rightly 
retrenched by the management for which llc retrenchment 
compensation was also sent to the applicant at thc last 
known address which was received back with the 
management. It is, therette , hold that theworki. Was 
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not willing to work at Ranjit Sagar Dam , and was rightly 
retrenched . 

7 . In view of the discussions made in the earlier 
paras, the action of the management of Beas Construction 
Board (Power Wing ) in terminating the services of Shri 
Chandu Ram son of Sh . Dalela is fully justified. The 
workman is not entitled to any relief. The reference .js 
answered accordingly . Central Covernment be informed . 
Chandigarh , 
21- 1-2002 

S . M . GOEL , Presiding Officer 


Se 


fanft, 24 975, 2002 
CHT. 37 . 2024 . - uifinfar , fuf 144 , 1947 ( 1947 
7 14 ) 7 URT 17 # gay , at HTAR 574 forums 
प्रबंधतंत्र के संबद्ध नियोजकों और उनके कर्मकारों के बीच, अनुबंध में 
निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औद्योगिक अधिकरण, 
# TEE ( HGY FOU 37 /2000 ) Shift * , 
J1574 Fotore #77 24 - 5 - 2002 9127 737 
[ 8 . V . 40012 / 137/ 2000 - 374 .SR. ( 51.4.) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, बैस्क अधिकारी 
New Delhi , the 24th May , 2002 
S .O . 2024 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref . No. 
37/ 2000 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Postal Deptt. and their workman , 
which was received by the Central Government on 
24 - 5 - 2002 . 

No. L - 40012 / 137 / 2000 - IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 


Clo Shri B . Basavaraj, Advocate , 
Basavanilaya , 
Oppo . Check Post, 
Basaveshwara Colony , 
Raichur 

Senior Superintendent : II Party 
of Post Offices, 
Raichur Division , 

Raichur. 
2 . The Sub Divisional Inspector 

(Postal), 
Manvi Post, 
Raichur 

AWARD 
Thc Central Govternmentby exercising the powers 
conferred by clausc ( d ) of Sub - section 2A of the Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 has reffered 
this dispute vide order No. L -40012 /137 /2000 / IR (DU ) 
dated 30th June, 2000 for adjudication on the following 
schedule : 

“ Whether the action of the management of Senior 
Superintendent of Post Offices, Raichur Division , 
Raichur in terminating the services of Shri C . 
Mahantesh w . e.f.30th April , 1999 is justified ? If 
not , what relief the workman is entitled to ?" . 

2. The first party was working with the Second 
Party. He was terminated from the Services and therefore, 
Industrial Dispute is raised . 

3. Parties appeared and filed Claim Statement and 
Counter respectively . The case of the first party in brief 
is as follows : 

4 . The first party was appointed as EDMC of 
Byagwat Village of Manvi Taluka on 18 - 3 -1998 and he 
was discharging duties honestly to the best of the 
satisfaction of the department. First party fulfilled all the 
required qualification for the said appointment. All the 
records were submitted to the Management. He has 
completed more than one year of servciei. e. 18th March , 
1998 and consequently the first party has worked more 
than 240 days in the said post . There is no charge shect 
against the first party . He has not committed any 
misconduct. There is no enquiry against the first party . 
Mandatory provisions of Section 25 ( F ) of the Industrial 
Dispute, Act, 1947 are not complied with and therefore , 
the action of the management is not correct. First party 
workman for these rcasons has prayed to pass award in 
his favour . 

5. Against this the case of the Second Party in brief 
is as follows : 

6 . The case of the Second Party is that the post of 
EDMC Byagwat BO fell vacant due to deputation of the 
regular incumbent to Army Postal Service and regular 


ANNEXURE 
CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM 
LABOUR COURT, " SHRAM SADAN " , IIIMAIN , III 

CROSS , II PHASE , TUMKUR ROAD , 
YESHWANTHPUR , BANGALORE 
Dated : 711 May 2002 

PRESENT 
HON BLE SHRI V . N . KULKARNI, B .COM ., LLB , 
PRESIDING OFFICER CGIT - CUM -LABOUR 

COURT , BANGALORE 
R . No. 37/ 2000 
Sh . C . Mahantesh 

: 1 Party 
S /o Sh . Basanna Chukki, 
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appointment to the post could notbemade immediately, 
first party was required to look after the work till regular 
appointment was made after following the prescribed 
notification process. The vacancy was notified on 1st 
March , 1999 and one Shri Amaregowda S / o 
Pampanagowda who had secured highest inarks in SSLC 
was selected on merit and appointed to the post on 1st 
May, 1999 . The first party secured only 295 out of 625 
marks in SSLC examination and he could notbe selected . 

7. It is further said that the Supreme Court of India 
in its judgment dated 2nd February , 1996 in Civil Appeal 
No. 3385 -86 of 1996 has held that the Department of 
Posts is not an Industry . 

8 . It is the further case of the management that the 
larger bench of the Central Administrative Tribunal, 
Bangalore consisting of 5 members has categorically 
stated that no weightage can be given for the past 
experience of a candidate for appointment as an ED 
Employee and the person appointed as a substitute or on 
provisional basis on his completion of 240 days in a year 
cannot claim regularization of his cmployment as ED 
Agent. A copy of the judgement of the High Court of 
Camataka is also enclosed. Management for these reasons 
and for some other reasons has prayed to reject the 
reference 

9 . It is scen from the records that on behalf of the 
managementMWI is examined . His evidence is that he 
is looking after the General Supervision of the entire 
division and very recently he joined at Raichur. He says 
that first party was appointed as Extra Departmental 
Agent. He has also deposed about the duties of the 
workman. He says that first party was appointed on stop 
gap basis. There is established procedure for regular 
appointment. Thcy are liaving recruitment rules. 

10 . Against this workinan got examined himself as 
WWI. He said that he was appointed as EDA on 18th 
Marchi, 1998 and lic worked up to 30th April, 1999 
continuously . Hehas produced some documents and they 
are marked in his evidence. 

11. I have carefully pcrsued the entire evidence and 
the documents filed by the parties. I have read the 
decisions cited by the parties. According to the 
appointment order of the workman he was appointed on 
provisional basis w . c.l. 18 -3 - 1998 . The fact that the first 
party workman working with them for more than 240 
days continuously is not denicd by the management. 

12 . MWI has catcgorically stated in his cross 
cxaminxation that it is truc that the first party workınan 
has worked contimiously for one and a half years . With 
this cross cxamination of MWI it is clcar that thự 
workman has worked continuously for more than 240 
days. 

13. Admittedly in the instant case no charge sheet 
is given to the first party and no cnquiry is held against 


him .Mandatory provisions of Section 25( f) of the D Act 
are not complied with . Therefore, I am of the opinion 
that the action of the management is not correct. 

14 . Accordingly to the notification , qualifications 
for the said post was to pass 8th standard and preference 
will be given to those who have passed SSLC 
Examination . In the Counter it is stated by the Second 
Party that they have removed the first party because he 
was nothaving required marks in SSLC . MW1 has stated 
in this cross examination that in the notice issued in fact 
that the percentage of SSLC is necessary factor is not 
shown.MW1 admits that no notice was given to the first 
party and no compensation was paid and no enquiry was 
held against the first party . 

15 . In the notification , Ex, W2 the required 
qualification was 8th standard . Surprisingly enough in the 
Counter the Second Party has said that the first party bad 
secured only 295 out of625 marks in SSLC and therefore, 
he could not be selected . All this would go to show that 
the management has not followed the correct procedure 
before terminating the first party from the service . 

16 . I have read the decisions relied by the partics. 
The facts of the case on hand are quite different from the 
facts of the above cases. Two decisions viz . 1998 LLR 
page 8 and 1998 LLR page 10 are relied by the 
management. 

17. From the facts of this case it is clear that the workman 
has worked for more 240 days and there is no compliance of 
mandatory provisions under Section 25 (f) of the ID Act and 
therefore, the action of the management is not correct. 
Accordingly I proceed to pass the following Order : 

ORDER 
Thc reference is party allowed . The Second Party is 
directed to take the first party on duty to the post to which 
he was appointed and his services can be regularised if 
he fulfills all the requirements. In the given circumstances 
no back wages are given . 
(Dictated to PA transcnbod by her corrected and signed by mo 
on 7th May , 2002 ) 

V . N . KULKARNI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 24th May, 2002 
S . O . 2025 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 8 /94 ) 
of the Central Goverment Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of B . B . M .B . and their workman , which 
was received by the Central Govemment on 24 -5 -2002 . 

[No. L -42012/152 /92-IR (DU ) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
IN THE COURT OF SHRI M .S . GOEL , PRESIDING 

OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL - CUM 
LABOUR COURT, (CENTRAL ) CHANDIGARH 
REF . NO . ID 8 OF 1994 
Sh . Mohinder Paul 

Workman 

Versus 
Bhakra BeasManagement Board : Management 
PRESENT : 
For the Workman 

Sh . R .K . Singh 
For the Management None 

AWARD 

(Dated 8 -1 -2002 ) 
The Central Govt. Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of power conferred on them under Section 10 ( 1)(d ) and 
Sub - section 2 - A of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as the Act ), vide their 
letter No. L -L -42012 / 152 /92 I,R . (D .U .) dated 15 - 12 - 93 
referred the following Industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication : 

" Whether the action of the management of BBMB 
in terminating the services of Shri Mohinder Paul w .e.f. 
July, 1985 and not re- employing him subsequently is legal 
and justiſied ? If not, what relief he is entitled to ?" 

2 . The applicant in the claim statement pleaded 
that he was employed as helper on workcharge basis in 
the office of SDO Sector 52 , Chandigarh on monthly 
wages of Rs. 850 /- per month , on 21 - 10 - 1984 and his 
services were terminated on 25-7 -1985 without any charge 
shcet or enquiry and his services were illegally terminated . 
He prayed for his reinstatement in service with full back 
wages. 

3 . The respondent in written statementhas admitted 
the appointment but this appointment was against the 
deposit work of U . T . 1.c. construction ofnew 66 KV Sub 
Station Sector 52 . It is plcaded that the services of the 
workman was terminated after giving 10 days notice. It 
is denied that any ofhis junior to his category was retained 
in service. He was called against the same deposit work 


of U . T . Chandigarh Sector-52 , but the worker never gave 
consent for it. It is specifically pleaded that after the 
completion of the deposit work of construction of 66 KV 
Sub -Station U . T. Chandigarh against which the workman 
was employed , his services were terminated on the 
completion of this project. The management prayed that 
there is no merit in the reference which deserves rejection . 

4 . The applicant filed rejoinder reterating the claim 
made in the claim statement. 

5. The applicant in evidence filed his affidavit Ex . 
W1 in which it is pleaded that Subhir Khan , Varinder 
Kumar, Sukhwinder Singh and Ashok Kumar was 
appointed were appointed on 2 -4 - 1985 , 12 -4 - 1985 , 
11 - 5 - 1985 and 16 -5 - 1985 respectively . In cross 
exainination the workman admitted offer of appointment 
Ex -M1 and documents Ex. M2 to Ex. M4 which bears 
his signatures. The management in evidence has only filed 
the affidavit of Shri P . P . Wahi but he has not appeared 
for cross- examination , 

6 . I have heard arguments on behalf of the workman 
and gone through the record of the case. Ex. Mi is 
appointinent letter issued by the management to the 
workman for appointment in which he was appointed 
against the work of U . T . i. e. construction of new KV Sub 
Station Sector 52 and it is clearly stipulated in the 
appointment letter that he is being appointed against a 
specific work and on completion of that work his services 
will be terminated without notice any time. Ex . M2 is 
arrival report submitted by the workman and Ex . M4 is 
the notice for termination of the services in which 10 
days notice was given to the workman before termination 
of his services. Ex. M5 us the employment notice on daily 
wages. The rep . of the workman has argued that since 
the workman has completed more than 240 days of service 
during the one calendar year immediately before his 
termination and since no notice of 30 days and 
retrenchment compensation was given to the workman , 
he is to be reinstated in service with full back wages . He 
has also argued that juniors to the workman have been 
retained in service. ON bare perusal of the appointment 
letter Ex. MI will go to show that the workman was 
appointed for specific job clearly mentioned in the 
appointment letter for completion of 66KV sub -station 
Sector 52 and his services were to be terminated without 
any notice . This type of appointment and termination is 
not covered under the term retrenchment as being 
speicific appointment against specific job it is excluded 
from the term retrenchment and it is clear case falls under 
exclusion clause (bb ) of Section 2 (00 ) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 . The management was notbound to 
comply with the provisions of Section 25 -F of the Act as 
it was not a retrenchment. More over the stand taken by 
the management in the written statinent that no persons 
junior to the workman in his category was retained in 
service so themanagement has not violated any provisions 
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Versus 


Management 


of Section 25 -G & H of the Act. Ex .M5 is the notice for 
re -employment of the daily wagers but there was no 
response from the workman to the notice Ex. M5 and 
the workman never reported for duty on being 
deployed as daily wager in response to the notice 
Ex . MS. 

7. In view of the discussions made in the earlier 
paras, the action of the management in terminating the 
services of Shri Mohinder Paul w .e.f. July 1985 and 
not re - employing him subsequently is legal and fully 
justified . The workman is not entitled to any relief. 
Central Government be informed . 


Bhakra Beas Management : 
Board 
PRESENT : 
For the Workman 
For the Management 

AWARD 


RK , Singh 
Jyoti Kaushal 


Chandigarh 
8 - 1 -2002 


S . M . GOEL , Presiding Officer 


Familt, 24 7 $, 2002 
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में निर्दिष्ट औद्योगिक विवाद में केन्द्रीय सरकार औधोगिक अधिकरण 
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[ H . 1 .- 42012 /154/89 - 31.- 2 ( 71 ) ] 

कुलदीप राय वर्मा, डैस्क अधिकारी 


New Delhi, the 24th May , 2002 


(Dated : 3 - 1 - 2002 ) 
The Central Govt. Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred on them under Section 10 (1 ) (d ) 
and sub - section 2A of Section 10 of tho Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as the Act), 
vide their letter No. L -42012 / 154 /89 - D - 2 ( B ) dated 
5 - 7 - 1990 referred the following industrial disputo to 
this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“ Whether the management of Bhakra Beas 
Management Board in relation to their O & M Division , 
Dhulkot in terminating the services of Shri Marish 
Kumar S /o . Shri Jeewan Dass work charge , T . Mate 
w .e.f, 25 -7 - 1985 is just , fair and legal ? If not, what 
relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from 
what date ?” 

2 . The applicant in statement of claim pleaded 
that he was appointed as workcharge , T . mate on 
17 - 10 - 1984 and his servicos were terminated on 
25 - 7 - 1985 . The work and conduct of the applicant was 
satisfactory and he was served only 10 days notice and 
no retrenchment compensation was paid to him . The 
managementhas also not complied with the provisions 
of Section 25 -G of the I.D . Act and principle of first 
comelast go was also not followed by themanagement 
and number of juniors whose name has been given in 
para 5 has been retained . Thus the managment t has 
adopted unfair labour practice . The applicant has 
prayed for reinstatement in service with full back 
wagos . 

3. In written statement preliminary objection has 
been taken that the applicant was appointed against a 
specific work and on the completion he has been 
disengaged with due notice. On merits the appointment 
of the applicant from 17 - 10 - 1984 to 25 - 7 - 1985 has been 
admitted but against the specific work of new 66KV 
Sub station Sector - 52, Chandigarh on behalf of U . T . 
Chandigarh . And on completion of projecthis services 
were terminated in accordance with law . It is denied 
by the management that any junior has been retained 
in the service and principle of first come last go was 


S . O . 2026 . - In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947) , the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award ( Ref. No. 82/ 
90 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Chandigarh now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of B .B .M . B . 
and their workman , which was received by the Central 
Government on 24 -5 - 2002 . 


No, L -42012 / 154 /89 - D - 2 (B ) 


KULDIP RAI VERMA , Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 


IN THE COURT OF SHRI S . M . GOEL , 

PRESIDING OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL - CUM -LABOUR COURT (CENTRAL ) 

CHANDIGARH 
Ref. No. ID 82 of 1990 


Shri Marish Kumar 


i 


Workman 
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followed and the persons mentioned in the petition 
which were junior to the applicant were appointed 
specially on differentworks and in different capacities 
depending on their qualifications and suitability to the 
jobs. 

4 . The applicant filed replication reiterating the 
claim made in the claim statement. It is also stated that 
siinilarly placed workman in the case of ID 53 / 1987 
has been given reinstatement with back wages. 

5. In evidence the applicant filed his own 
affidavit as Ex .Wland appointment letter Ex . W2and 
other documents Ex .W3 to W6 . The respondent filed 
the affidavit of P . P . Wahias Ex. Ml and arrival report 
of thc workman Ex. M2 and other documents Ex . M3 
to Ex . M7. 

6 . I have heard the representative of the parties 
and gone through thc record of the case. 

7. Leamed rcp of the workman has argued that 
the workman worked with the management from 
17 - 10 - 1984 and his services were terminated on 
25 - 7 - 1985 and he has completed more than 240 days 
of service with the management immediately before 
his termination , and at the time of tennination of service 
only 10 days notice was given to the workman and no 
retrenchment compensation and one month notice or 
pay in licu thereof has been given , the workman is 
entitled to be reinstated in service with full back wages. 
The argument put forth by the rep . of the management 
is that requisitioned against the specified work i.e . 
providing 66KV Sub Station Sector 52 , Chandigarh and 
on completion of the specificd work his services were 
terminated by giving 10 days notice . The project of the 
managementagainst which the applicant was employed 
completed and there was no necessity of the services 
of the applicant on the project and his servicos were 
terminated . The services of the workman were 
tenninated in accordance with the provisions of law 
and there was no violation of the provisions of 
Industrial Dispuics Act , 1947. The rep . of the 
management further argued that themanagement has 
also not violated thc provisions of Section 25 - G of the 
Act as the management has been deploying the daily 
rated work force as per the directions of the Hon ble 
H . P . High Court in the Writ Petition No. 27 /88 Ram 
Piari Vs. B . B .M .B . There is no dispute regarding the 
number of days put in by the workman immediately 
before his termination . It was not disputed by the 


management that workman has not put in 240 days of 
service before his termination in one calendar year. The 
management has relied on appointment letter Ex W2 
in which it has been clearly stipulated that the 
appointment of the applicant is against spocific work 
of 66KV Sub Station Sector 52 Chandigarh and it is 
· also speifically mentioned in the appointment letter that 

services can be terminated on the completion of work 
on which he was engaged without assigning any reasons 
and these terms and conditions were accepted by the 
workman and he joined the service of the management 
by giving joining report accopting the terms and 
conditions of the appointment letter. The rep . of the 
management has also argued that since the appointment 
was against the specified job and it is not covered under 
the term retrenchmont and it is specifically covered 
under the exclusion clause (bb ) of Section 2 (00 ) and 
thus it is not a retrenchment under the I.D . Act, 1947 
and the management is not under any obligation to 
comply with the provisions of Section 23 - F of the I.D . 
Act , 1947 . In my considered opinion also , being the 
appointment is against the specific job , it is squarely 
covered under clausc (bb ) of Section 2 ( 00 ) and it docs 
not amount to retrenchment and themanagement is not 
under any obligation to pay retronchmentcompensation 
and notice of one month or notico pay in lieu of notice . 
The management still gave the applicant 10 days notico 
which is sufficient and the managementhas not violated 
any provisions of the I. D . Act, 1947, Rogarding the 
violation of Section 25 - G , the management is deploying 
its daily rated work force in accordance with the 
policyframed in pursuance of the direction of the 
Hon ble Himachal Pradesh High Court and thus the 
managementhas not violated the provisions of Section 
25 -G of the I.D . Act. Moreover the management has 
placed on record the copy of letter dated 23 - 10 - 1992 
vide which the management wants to deploy daily 
wagers to carry out the work departmentally for the 
completion of the work . The workman never reported 
for this work . It also show that the management has 
not violated any provisions of the Act. 

8 . In view of the discussions made in the parlier 
paras, the workman Marish Kumar is not entitled any 
relief. The reference is answered accordingly . Central 
Govt. be informed . 
Chandigarh 

S . M . GOEL , Presiding Officer 
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